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OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT OF TESTIMONY FOR THE DEFENSE 
OF ORGANIZATIONS, TAKEN BEFORE A COMMISSION APPOINTED 
BY THE INTERNATIONAL MILITARY TRIBUNAL PURSUANT TO 
PARAGRAPH 4 OF THE ORDER OF THE TRIBUNAL DATED 
13 MARCH 1946, 

26 July 1946, 


(THE COMMISSION CONVENED AT 1400 HOURS. ) 


COMMISSIONER; 
Mee Ba Be Notfvrekh. 
L- 
THE 0,K, W, 
GENERAL FRANZ HALDER, a witness, took the stand and testi- 
fied as follows: 
THE COMMISSIONER: Raise your right hand and repeat this 
oath after me: 
I swear by God, the Almighty and Omniscient, that I will 
speak the pure truth and will withhold and add nothing, 
(The witness repeated the oath.) 
THE COMMISSIONER; You may be seated, 


Dr. Laternser, have you a copy of the affidavit? 


DR, LATERNSER; I need the affidavits during my interro- 


gation as I want to show the witness the affidavits at the time. 
MR. MCILWRAITH; Very well. 
Ches- DIREO? EXAMINATION. 
BY DR. LATERNSER; 
Q When were you born? 


A June 30, 1884, 
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Q What was your last rank? 

A Colonel General. 

Q What position did you hold in the German army =- that is during the 
last part of your activities? 

DR. KEMPNER: I object very strongly to this line of examination. 
It was understood very clearly and was repeated at least fifty times in this 
commission and in the court room that the cross examination be limited to 
the affidavit. We know what kind of jobs General Halder had, we are here 
for the purpose of examining the affidavit, seeing whether it is wr right 
or not, or whether he perjured himself, That is the only issue at stake here. 

DR. LATERNSER: I believe that I can ask a fewquestions before the 
actual interrogation, I believe that I am acting the same as the prosecution 
has acted when it was the cross- examining body. My idea can be best proved 
by checking through the transcripts, 

DR. "KEMPNER; We have never hat this kind of an interrogation on 
this sort of an affidavit. The mnt defense counsel is entirely mistaken, 

— 

COMMESS IONE MCTLWRAIH: I approve of tha questioning lasting no 
longer than a few moments to establish the eins of the witness and his quali= 
fications, but for only a few moments. 

BY DR. LATERNASER 
Q What was your last position? 


The chief of the General Staff of the arny,. 


A 
Q Since when were you arrested? 
A 


Since July 25, 1944, 
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Q You were in a concentration camp? 


A Several, 


Q Also your family? 


A Yes, 

MR. MCILWRAITH; Dr, Laternser, will you put the affidavit to 
him? We have heard all this weeneed, 

DR. LATERNSER: One further personal question. 

Why were you in a concentration camp? 

THE WITNESS: Because of my opposition to Hitler, 
BY DR. LATERNSER; 

Q General, you made two affidavits; one affidavit No. 1, USA 
Exhibit 531 and Affidavit No. 6, USA Exhibit 537. I would like to ask 
who composed these declarations, 

A These affidavits were composed by an American interrogation officer, 
I believe his name was Captain Rapp, I had the chance to change the text. 

Q Did you make many changes? 

A Yes,| I remember correctly there were two or maybe three drafts, 
Each draft always had the previous changes in it. 

Q Were these drafts, which were read before you, understandable or 
not? 


A The first draft were grammatically German and hardly understandable, 
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DR. KEMPNER: I object to this line of questioning. These 
so-called drgfts are not in evidence, We cannot see them and we cannot 
ask someone about these drafts, which are not available. 

MR, MCILWRAITH; Dr. Laterneer, what is the object of these 
ques tions? 

DR. LATEBNSER; I want to show by this interrogation that it 
is important how this affidavit was composed. These questions are abe 
solutely important, especially since these affidavits are part of the 
indictment of the prosecution against the circle of accused persons, 

MR. MCILWRAITH; It is for me to say whether the questions are 
important or not. I do not understand what the implications of the ques- 
tions might be, Will you come to the point at once and ask him what 
you want to ask him. 

DR, LATERNSER: Were you told by the Interrogating officer for 
what reason these documents were asked of you? 


THE WITNESS: No, 


© ay DR. LATERNSER: 


Q At the time you made this affidavit, did you realize for what 
it would be used? 


A Wo, 

Q Did you then realize for what it was to be used? 

A I thought that they were made to clear the various facts. 

Q There is a sketch on this affidavit, No. 1, Did you point out 
that this sketch was not correct? 


A I told the interrogator that through these connecting lines, it 
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is possible that wrong connections could be drawn from this chart, 6s- 
pecially since the matter of subordination was virtually not understand- 
able from this sketch. 

Q What were you told after this objection of yours was nade? 

A I was told that there was no misunderstanding, since the matter 
of subordination was known and that this manner of gar drawing a sketch 
was the usual manner used in the American Ammy. 

Q Colonel General, I aek you to look at this sketch and tell the 
court what is wrong with it? 

DR. KEMPNER: \ The defense counsel is suggesting that the 
witness has said something is wrong with the sketch. The witness said 
very clearly in German and also the translation in Bnglish stated that 
there are certain lines which could be misunderstood. I object to the 
questioning along the line that the witness has said that something in 
the sketch is wrong, 

MR, MCILWRAITH: Will you amend your question, Dr. Laternser, 
and ask the witness what it is that is not understandable? 

DR, LATERNSER; I think the question which I put is acceptable, 

MR, MCILWRAITH: I have told you to amend it. 

DR, LATERNSER; Colonel General, would you please tell me then 


what is not quite correct or could be misunderstood in this sketch? 


v 
DR. KEMPNER; I am sorry to have to object continpusly. 


MR. MCILWRAITH; I amsorry you are doing it too, 
DR. KEMPNER; I have to object in order to clarify the procedure, 


The court ordered that the defense counsel put the question, and the defense 
counsel did not put the question the way that the order was given by the 
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court, The defense counsel shid “what wae misunderstood" and the 
witness said "could be misunderstooi", This is a big difference, 

MR. MCILWRAITH: Witness, will you answer the question put 
by Dr. Laternser, What could be misunderstood in this sketch? 

THE WITNESS; It could be misunderstood J the connecting 
lines between Hitler and Keitel and the same applies to the lines 
be tween Keitef, Raeder, Boerfing ant Brakt tech. For another example, 
the lines between Field Marshal Brafhi tech and me, then again the 
lines between myself and the various commanders in chief of the army 
groups, Even though the lines are always the same, the matter of 
subordination is always differen a. For instance, Braphi tech, Raeder 
and Goerfing were never under Keitel just like all the commanders in 
chief of the army groups were never uncer me, but rather the Commander 
in Chief of the army, Von Brabhi tech, In other words, relations varied 
as shown in the sketch by similar lines and that could be misunderstood, 
BY DR, LATERNSER; 

Q General, if you were a military authority that was not informed 
of the actual facts within this group or command, what would you think 
if this chart was presented to you? Would you think in the first place 
that this was the sketch of the chain of command within the forces? 

A If I looked at this from the German point of view, then this 
sketch would tell that these people are subordinated to each other in 


the relationship of the positions on the sketch according to the lines, 


I was told, when I pointed out this fact to the interrogating officer, 
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that the manner of subordination was not what they were concerned with 
tat) the manner of doing things in the German army. 


MR. MCILWRAITH; You have already sád this, Did you initial 
this @ketch after your objections? 

THE WITNESS: I was assured by the interrogation officer that 
there could be no such misunderstanding since the chain of command was 
already quite well known, 

MR. MCILWRAITH; That is the third time you have said that, but 
you have not yet answered my question. 

THE WITNESS: After the declaration of the American officer, I 
signed the sketch. 

DR. LATERNSER: In other words on this sketch should be shown, 
even though it is not marked on it, the channels within this organization, 
THE WITNESS: The word "channel" was used at that time, 

_ BY DR. LATERNSER; 

Q I would like to ask you once again to look on the left side of this 
drawing. Would you look and tell me if it is correct that the orders went 
from the Commander in Chief of the Army over to the Chief of the General 
@xuzs Steff. You then could examine them and independantly pass on these 
orders to the Commanders in Chief of the army groups? 

A Wo, the commander in chief of the army used the offices of the 
General Staff and then the orders went to the field army. This office 
issued his orders, 

Q If the office of the chief of the General Staff was only to pass 
on this information, then this sketch, even though it is only supposed to 


show the channels of order, should not show the office of the Chief of the 
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A Not as an independant office like the office of the Commander 
in Chief of the Army, 

Q In other words, the chain of orders was that the orders went from 
the Commander in Chief of the Army directly to the commanders in chief of 
the army groups? 

A The Commander in Chief of the army and his staff. This group was 
called by us the OKH = the high canmand of the army and from that office 


the channel went down directly to the commanders in chief of the army groupe, 


Q The channel order§ is also not correct in this sketch in other 


words? 

A The commander in chief of the army informed me of his decisions 
and I and my staff had to work them out, therefore, there actually was 
such a channel as is designated on the drawing. 

Q Byt, you in your position as chief of the general staff did not 
pass on these orders, they were handed to you by the Commander in Chief 
of the Army. 

A Wo, OKH, the high command of the army. 

MR. MCILWRAITH; You have cleared this up sufficiently, Dr. 
Laternser, your point is quite clear, 

DR. LATERNSER; I will finish pretty soon, Sir, I have two or 
three more questions in this connection and will come to my final point, 

Don't you think it would have been better if the commander in 
chief of the army and chief of the general staff of the army would have 
been put into one box, For instance, if the commander in chief of the 


sXe * 
army would have been put on the left six of this box and the office of 
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the commander in chief of the army on the right side of the box and 
one line should have gone down thraugphe entire box and named the OKH 
- the high command of the army? 

THE WITNESS: 

A This question was considered and I even spoke about it to 
Captain Rapp, but I did not want this form of sketch because it aleo is 
not correct. The chief of the general staff of the army is only one 
person and he together with the commanders in chief of the armies forms 
the OKH = — of the army. 

BY DR, LATERNSER: 

Q Then the right box should have been divided again and one of the 
parts should _ been given to the chief of the general staff of the army. 

A ie think that would have been out of the frame-work of the sketch 
that was wanted, It would not have been the correct sketch and I gave 
to Captain Rapp at that time two sketches of the OKH, which I nade up to 
the best of my abilkty and which exactly showed the functions of the OKH 
- the high command of the army. He had all of that material. 

Q Colonel General, you admit that this drawing, even though it is 
only supposed to show the channel of orders, could be misunderstood? 

4 Yes, 

Q I ask you now is this drawing not quite correct, as it is only 
supposed to show the chain of command? 

A Without the verbal explanation, it does not give quite a clear 
picture, . 

Q To a military observgr, what would this sketch mean to show 


beside the chain of command and the business channels? 
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The matter of subordination, 
That would have been the chain of command, fnothing else? 


I can hardly imagine anything else, 


If, as yoR state, this sketch is not quite correct in showing the 


chain of command, you also stated yourself that the sketch is not quite 
correct in showing the business channels and if you state that there is 
nothing else you can draw from this sketch, — say that the sketch 
itself is not correct? 

A I think that it could be right in connection with the verbal ex- 
planations which were given at that time. 

Q But, it would not be correct if the verbal explanations were not 
attached to this sketch? 

A The sketch was correct with the verbal explanations, which I gave 
to the interrogating officer. What use he made of this, I do not know and 
I did not know if he treated it with or without the attached explanations, 

MR. MC ILWRAITH: You have not answered the question as yet. You 
have stated that the sketch is correct with the verbal explanation, Does it 
follow that it is incorrect without the verbal explanations? That was the 
question, 

ok 
THE WITNESS; Yes, it might lead to misunderstanding vith] the 
verbal explanations, 
BY DR. LATERNSER; 
Q General, would you draw the sketch like this again. 
A If it would not just be for the information of the interrogating 


officer and if it would be used without my explanation, then I would not, 
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Q That will be all for this point. 

MR. MCILWRAITH; Is that all the questioning you desire 
of this witness? 

DR. LATERNSER; Wo, only on this point. 

MR, MCILWRAITH; Do you prefer to have nese examination 
on this point or to have all the questions finished. 

DR. KEMPNER; I think it would be a good idea if I could 
re-eveese examine on this one point. 

MR. MCILWRAITH: Very well, go ahead, 

DR. LATERNSER: Mr, Commissioner, I ask you not ĉo deviate 
from the procedure which was used up to now and that is that the cross 
examination be made and closed in one complete examination, 

MR. MCILWRAITH; Dr. Laternser, you invited me to let the 
prosecution re-examine because you finished with that point. I asked 
if that was all the questions you had to ask and you said only on that 
point. If you wish to continue to cross examine the witness on other 
points, do so, but don’t interrupt yourself, 

DR. LATERNSER:; I would like to say that I don't want the 
value of this cross examination made any smaller by questions in between 
by the prosecution and I would like to insist that the rules we have 
followed up to now be followed, 

MR. MCILWRAITH: It is you who are interrupting yourself, 


DR. LATERNSER: I will recall this question, I recall the 


statement concerning this point, 
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DR. KEMPNER; I do not want to ask any questions, I only 
want to make a statement on behalf of the United States, 
MR. MCILWRAITH: This is not the time to do it ,noi-How Dr. 
Laternser says he wants to go straight on. 
BY DR. LATERNSER; 
Q In your Affidavit No. 1, you use the words "group" four times. 
Does this expression "group" come from you? 
A No, it was contained in a text and the text was changed several 
times and I left it in the text, 
Q Did you use this word "group" in a similar connection previously 
=- that you regarded the military leaders as a group, 
A Wo, 
Q What was the sense, the meaning, which you gave this word at 
the time you signed the statement? 
A I did not have any thoughts about this word group. It was just 
another way of saying number, 
Q Did you mean several Generals or did you mean a specific group 


of generals, which were connected closely for a specific reason? 


A The number of generals who may be designated as the leading 


generals, 

Q The prosecution now afterwards explains this word "group" in 
such a way as if there had been a closed group or organization of the 
military leaders, Was there ever any such organizational group? 

A No. 


DR, KEMPNER; I object against this question. We never said 
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there was such an organization group, 
MR, MCILWRAITH:; It is a perfectly proper question. Go ahead, 


Dr. Laternser, 


DR. LATERNSER: In the Kast paragravh of Affidavit 1 in the 


first sentence you state the following, and I quote: "The composition 
the 
of this group in A relationship of its members to each other is as shown 
do . 
on the attached chart." What/you mean by "in the relationship to each 


other?" 
THE WITNESS; By that I mean whether these officers were under 


equal authority or under the euthority of other officers. 





WY 
wW 
COMM B 
Tako 2 pago 1 MM 
Gallagher 
26 July 1946 H1076 -0015 
15-1600 
HALDER 

Q In the affidavit No. 1 you state in the middle of the first page, 
I quote: "These officers exercise such supervision in their official capacity, and 
by virtue of their training vith opposition in their mutual contacts." What 
do you mean by "mutual contacts". Were there any special relations? 

A The same as is meant as in relationship to each other in the last 
paragraph. There were no other relations. 

Q That is if you don't consider the comradeship contact? 

A. Those are matters of fact in every army. 

The last paragraph in that affidavit you state, and I quote:"This 


was in effect the general staff,and high command of the Germah Army forces," 


om Kom whom did this expression come "In effect the general staff"? 


A This was the draft which was submitted to me by Captain Rapp. 
But you left it in that affidavit. What was the meaning you gave 
this sentence, ‘er this wording at the time when you signed it? 
A The reason why I did not make any changes even though I did have the 
possibility was as follows: Now the words ceneral Staff" among others and 
as it is understood in the German Army is different — in the Allied Arny, 


and in those armies where the RE, at the same time is chief 

of the General Staff, the General Staff is considered a group of leading 
commanding generals. In the German Army the General Staff is virtually 

a group of aids which work especially in the operational and organizational 
staff. I believe that in the American Army it is called the third office 

or the third echelon. In both cases, in other words, it is entirely a 
different meaning, ai"General gtaff." I was especially entrusted in showing 
that this was a technical military leadership -- an actual military leader- 


ship,and that sofar as I know is designated as "General Staff" in the 
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American Army. In order to prevent any misunderstanding between the German 
General Staff, it was a purely technical aid group,and the American Military 


Army the General Staff is considered the actual military leadership. In 


order to prevent angouch misunderstanding I consider the verdict of Captain 


Rapp the bast, That is why I left it that way. I was in addition having the 
thought that this affidavit was to explain or to clarify these matters for 
the American Army. 

Q In other worus, you wanted to use the military terminology of the 
American Army forces in this case? 

A Yes. 

Q And you did not mean the words "General Staff" Án a German Staff? 

A No. 

“ould you use the words,"General Staff" in this connection again? 
For a German reader, no, but for an American reader to whom it was 
given I would not have any hesitation whatsoever, 

Q And if you knew that the results would be that the higher German 
General leaders would have combined under this term"General Staff" and if 
this term used by you would be used mistakingly, would you use it again? 

MR. MCILWRAITH: What is the answer? 
THE WITNESS: I can say this, on this occasion that the words 
"General Staff" was used by the opposition all during the entire war, and, 
therefore, could not have been brought about by my affidavit. 
BY DR. LATERNSER: 
The two affidavits, one and two, #@@ the second one sẹ being made by 
Ficlduarshalf Brauchitsch are exactly in the same wording,word for word,with the 


exception of the last paragraph. Can you give me an explantion for this 





COM. B 

— HM MU 
Gall 

— H1076 -0017 
16-1600 

Halder 

exact wording? 


A I suppose that after a series of interrogations a draft of the results 


was laid before Field arshalf Brauchitsch am myself. Fie Ldnarshalf Brauchitsch 


evidently objected tothe wording in the last paragraph,and had something 
changed while I did not do that. 
Did you talk to Pieldnarsin $ Brauchitsch concerning this last para- 
graph,and his objection to it? 
A He told me after both he and I had signed it that he had objected to 
the term in effect of "General Staff" ani that he fad it changed. I answered hin 
that the declaration of the American interrogating officer was sufficient 
for me,that the term would be used correctly. 
DR. LA LRNSEX: Mr President, can we now have a recess. of ten 


minutes. 
(Recess) 


BY DR LATERNSER: 

Q You said the following in affidavit No. 1, second paragraph:"Specialized 
military matters of responsibility of three branches of the armed forces 
subordinate the commander in chief of armed forces, that is to say, the Army, 
Navy and Air Forces?" You only mention Navy and Air Forces here. Weren't 
also the Einsatz Group and Einsatz Command,the SIPO and the SD eae As com 
mand of military commamiers ? 

A No. 

Q The Quartermaster General Wagner told you that in his verbal con- 
ference with Heydrich they decided upon the ultimate plans of the socalled 
Einsatz Group,and oftheir activity down to the last detail, including 


the mass exterminations? 





COMM B 

aa UANO OONN 
zh 

Gallæher H1076 -0018 


26 July 
15-1600 
Halder 

DR KENPNIR: I object to the cuestion because that has nothing to 
do with this affidavit. We are only concerned with this afiidavit,and I sub- 
mit hi s guestion should be stricken from the record, 

DR. LATERNSER: The witness speaks only of subordinates here, 
only of the Army, Navy and Air Forces. The prosecution claims that the 
Einsatz group and the SD were under the command of the military in the 
military areas,and the defense does not agree with that, and, therefore, 


the witness Bhould have a chance to give his statement on that. 


MR MCILWRAITH: Where does the jamp"SD"come into thistffeYour” 


DR. LATERNSER: The witness talks as of the subordinates of the 
Arny, Navy and Air Corps». Does that mean anything about the SD , if so, 
therefore, it is my duty to find out whether the affidavit is complete, 
and if the affidavit is correct that is what I want, but if that is out of 
this questioning th{n the statement is correct. However, if the SD was 
under the Army jurisdiction then the affidavit is not correct. 

DR. KINPNER: The defense counsel had ample opportunity to 
ask the witness about this and he did. We spent hours and hours with other 
generals on this topic,and the defense cansel was advised to adhere to 
this affidavit and do nothing else,and he talks right now about murder, 
whether the SD has murdered,and not about any question which hag to do with the 
affidavit. 

MR. MCILWRAITH: Dr Laternser,I don't think you may ask that 
que stione 
BY DR. LATERNSER: 

Q Did you give all the units active in/military field that designation, 


when you say that the Army,Navy and Air Corps were under the commander in 
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chief of the amed forces? 

A I believe so, yes. 

Q It says in the affidavit No. 1 in the middle of the page, I auote: 
"Plans for military operations and soforth." How did you use the word 
"plans" in this connection? 

A In the same sense as it is used in the German military language. 
One speaks of E a planning stage of it; it speaks of the 
attack plan, or plan of a regiment, or a battalion to attack, in that term 
I.shad spoken. 

© Did you yourself prepare,make or submit any plans for actual use, 
I mean plans of your own yourself? 

A I got the order fromny commander inchief, who in turn received his 
order from the OKW, Ke work out, or have worked out by their staff the 
leadership plan, or technical leadership plans,and at times worked on it 
myself, 

Q When for the first time did you hear of the discussion of the 5th 
November 1937? 


MR. MCILWRAITH: But there is no mention of that in this affida- 


DR. LATERNSER: I want to point out to you, Mr Comiissioner, on 
the first page at the bottom of it, the second to the last sentence, where 
it says the exauple of such meeting is of a speech by Hitler, or the commander 
in chief ficgust 1939 ; that is one of the roading’ which the general an- 


nounced, ami anong the same meetings is the one of 5 November 1937, of whieh 


the generalfare “also accused, and which can very easily be brought within 


this line of questioning. 
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— * nsi : A : 
R MCILWRAITH: You esm confine yourself to August 22,1939. 


BY DR. LATERNSER: 
Q When did you hear of the plan which was announced to the commander 
in chief on 5 November 1937? 
MR MCILWRAITH: You may nof ask that question. 
BY DR. LATERNSER: 
Q I now refer to the middle of page l for this questioning, where 


they speak of plans for the military operations for the German Armed forces. 


the commanier in chief on 5 November 1937? 

R MCILWRAITH: If you put the question in the form," What was the 
date of the plan for military operations referred to in the affidavit," you 
may ask it. 

DR. LATERNSER: 
‘the 
Q Was that/plan, or the plan which had as its basis the discussion of 
5 November 1937 ? 
No. 
Q Did your credecessor,Colonel General Beck, tell you when you took 
over his position of any such meeting in November 1937? 

DR. KEMPNER: We object again to this question. It has nothing 
to do with the affidavit. The affidavit speaks of plans in general,and not 
about any specific plans. 

WR MCILWRAITH: The witness has stated that the plan announced 
byHitler on 5 November 1937 was not one of the plans referred to in his 


affidavit,end therefore , no other question should be asked about 5th November 


1937. 
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by DR. LATZRNSER: 

Q Do you know if there was a plan for occupation of Austria? 

A I don't know of any plans for.the occupation,but only a plan for 
a guarding of the German borders towards Austria. 

: , Mas 
Do you know of any further æwesbt+ens after the Sudetan question had 

been settled? 

DR. KEMPNER: We object again to this continued line of asking 
questions which are not covered by the affidavit. The affidavit does not 
say 
xax anything about Austria, or about Czechoslovakia,and it was very clear and 
outss&anding about the accusations announced, and in other countries,when 
we had five or six witnesses under discussion the whole winter,amd we did 
it in days and cays am days. We agreed to the cross examination in 
these affidavits, which is a very strong topic,and we considered it in- 
admissible in this stage of the Commissioner's hearing in opening the 
avenue for cross examination for days and days of these witnesses, 

are the 
MR. MCILWRAITH: you really want to find out what xax plans 
bi Peas X 
for military operations to which the witness refersį you must ask hin. 
You must not frame your question to ask him whether he does or does not 

SH. plows , “ar 
know —⏑— —— — — a a maine. 

BY DR. LATIRNSER: 

) What plans of military operations were available after the Sedutan 
question had been settled? 

A There were neither plans nor any preparation of theme In fact in 


December 1438 it was when the OKW sent out an order saying that all mili- 


tary planning had to cease,and that the Army having concerned itself with 


nu 
training further of its tpops. 
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MR MCILWRAITH: Don't you think you have done enough with this 
afficavit now? 
DR. LATERNSER: I can say that I will be finished very shortly. 
Q Did you as commander in chief of the amy Yake any steps in the year 
of 1939 in order to warh Hitler of a possible war. I.refer in this respect 
to the third paragraph of the afficavit number one, page one, the last 
rart of that paragraph which states,"Which were to be undertaken by troops." 
A I told my commander inchief repeatedly of my thoughts, or my ideas. 
I never had any talkwit h Hitler. These thoughts evidently were the result 
I would like to say of a talk with Sir Henderson, ‘he comuander inphief of 
ny brought this to the attention of Hitler according to my recuest,. 


IR RAPP: Mr Commissioner, in that respect I would like to 


point out that this kind of questioning does not saes from the 


affidavit, and I would kindly ask you again to inst ruct the counsel to 
confine himself to the subjectmatter. 

WR MCILWRAITH: I don't see how this is connected we in any way 
with the affidavit,but perhaps you can explain it. 

DR. LATERNSER: The "General Staff" is accused with a plan of 
carrying out plans, and the affidavit of the witness seemingly verifies 
this, that such plans were made and carried out. Now if I ask the witness 
whethe r he warned anybody of this proposed possible war, then this question 
is directly connected with this affidavit, because the possible answering 
of this question will show the opposite in this proof. 

MR MCILWRAITH: Well, I understand that,and we have heard the 


answer. Now continue with the next question. 
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BY DR. LATERNSER: 

Q How did your commander-in-chief of the army warn of the injury of neutrality 
of Belgium and Holland after you heard that Hitler wanted to start the war against 
the Western Powers through an attack against France? 

A I pointed out my opposition to the commander-in-chief of the army and I 


ONT 
believe that he went to Hitler with these objections/the end of September 1939, 
WAN 


COMMESSTONER McIDWRAITH: I think you are mistaken in thinking these 
answers are of importance, I agree that they ‘ore [relevant but I don't think they 
are of hag importance. 

Q When, as Commander~in-Chief of the General Staff of the Army did you hear 
the first time of the proposed attack on Russia and when did you start with the 
planning or preparation? 

DR. KEMPNER: I respectfully submit that this is outside the defined topic 
of this affidavit and the defined purpose of this examination whether this affidavit 
is correct or not. 

COMMESSTENER McIIMRAITH: Dr. Laternser, that question cannot be allowed. 
This affidavit is directed at showing the organization of the High Command, 

DR. LATERNSER: The reason for this affidavit is not just to show the , 
chart of the High Command but also to show its activity especially also the planning 
and preparation of wars. In the middle of the first page it states the sentence 
which I have already quoted: "They actually did prepare for any such operations as 
were to be undertaken," If I ask him, the) at that time Chief of Staff of the Army, 
when he heard of the plan to attack Russia, then the answer to this question is 


right in the middle of this them. 


ti. 
GOMMESSIGNER MCIIWRAITH: Well, let him give as brief an answer as possible. 


ote 
A The first evidence of a possible military conflict I received/the beginning 


of August 1940. First orders in the form of verbal decrees and orders I received, 
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if I remember correctly, in September of 1940. 

COMMISSIONER. MoILIR AITH: You were not asked that. Will you confine your- 
self to answering the questions, You have answered the question. Now, Dr. Laternser, 
will you continue, and keep it short? | 
BY DR. LATERNSER: 

Q When did you start with the preparations. Did you have maps in the General 
Staff of the Army at that time. | 

A Not in August 1940. We started with the status the end of August and then, 
after the Order had been received, in September 1940. 

Q Were there any ob jections against the preparation of this plan by you? 

A When the Suminis. Chie? of the Army told me of this proposed attack for the 
first time I did object to it quite emphatically. 

Q Did you bring out any objections later on during military meetings with 
Hitler? | 

A On the 3rd or Ath of February 1941 the military counter objections were 
submitted to Hitler. 

Q When a military leader objected to a certain plan could he show his objection 
by retiring? 

WR. RAPP: Mr. Commissioner, we would like to point out that this is not a 
school for tactical instructions. I believe that this question is entirely irrelevant, 
that the opinion of the individual is asked for, and that we should again try to 


confine ourselves to the affidavit. 


Ty. 
COMMEGSIOMER McILWRAITH: I don't think that question is a relevant one, 


Dr. Laternser. 
DR. LATERNSER: May I say a few words in this respect? 
tS, 
COMHESSFONER MCIIWRAITH: Yes, but please keep it short. You are wasting 


too much time. 
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DR. LATERNSER: In his affidavit the witness has stated that there were 
plans being prepared and carried out. This statement has been used by the prosecution 
in the charge against the General Staff. When I asked the witness now whether a 
military commander could protest against such plans by resigning from his office I 
should like to have the opinion of the witness in this respect. 

pene McILDWRAITH: No doubt you would like to have a lot of things 
from this witness, Dr. Laternser, but the object of this procedure is for him to set 
down in an affidavit a few things on a particular subject and you mst confine your 
cross-examination to what he has set down, 

DR. LATERNSER: In putting this question I should like to prove that on the 
contrary attempts were made at raising objections against the carrying out of such 


orders. 


LS. 
COMMISSIONS McILWRAITH: I don't know what you mean, 


R. LATERNSIR: When I put this question I am trying to prove that it was 
impossible to protest against such plans by giving one's resignation, 

— McILWRAITH: That isn't one of the matters that this witness 
has been called to prove, Twenty-one defendants before the Tribunal have all said 
that they could not resign. This witness is here to give evidence only as set out 
in his affidavit. Will you please confine yourself to cross-examining on that 
affidavit. 

BY DR. LATERNSER: 

Q I have another question as regards affidavit No. 6, Witness, I should like 
to ask you the following question: In this statement you say that the Deputy Chief 
of the Leadership Corps of the Armed Forces was competent for the draft of strategic 
plans. I now ask you is that correct and did the position of the Deputy Chief of 


the Armed Forces exactly correspond to what you have stated here? 
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A May I first answer the second part of the question? The position of the 
Deputy Chief of the Leader Staff of the Armed Forces is in no proportion whatever 
to the other services mentioned in this statement. It is of much less importance. 
As regards strategic plans, I have used the word the "drafting" of strategic plans 
("ausarbeitung.) The competent agency in this respect is the office which makes 
out the orders in detail and passes them on. As far as I can remember the drafts 
in most cases were made by Jodl himself, at least as long as I was in office. 

DR. LATERNSER: I have no further questions. 
commsorcnn McILWRAITH: Any re-examination? 
RE-EXAMINATION 
BY DR. KEMPNER: 
Q Herr General Oberst, you know Captain Rapp, don't you? 
A TI have seen him several times. 
Is he this gentlemen here in civilian clothes? 
Yes, I think so? 
How many times had you conversations with him - approximately? 
I can't give any exact number but I think it was three or four times. 
These were long and friendly conversations, is that correct? 

A ooy-iore conversations. 

Q Did these affidavits constitute the result of these conversations as regards 
the points mentioned in here? 

A I suppose that they are partly the result of the conversations that I had 


with Captain Rapp. 


Q Had you the opportunity of making any corrections in these affidavits? 


A Yes, 
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Q You made use of this opportunity in Affidavit No. 1 ey about four times, 
do you remember that? 

A I can remember as regards the first drafts or at least the first draft that 
I made corrections in every line; if there were three or four dozens of lines it 
Will probably be that there were more than four corrections. 

Q And you have made four corrections on the last one as I can see from the 
marginal remarks. 

A I can't remember that. 

Q May I ask you whether this is your signed "H?" 

(Document is shown to witness.) 

A Yes it is. 

Q Do you think that after all these corrections this affidavit is correct 
and you have maintained its correctness under oath? Is that so? 

DR. LATERNSER: I object. It cannot yet be stated whether the result is 
correct. The witness mst first be questioned in this respect. It was exactly 
the same case when I was interrupted when I asked with respect to a wrong chart? 

DR. KEMPNER: I will reframe the question. 

Q Is the affidavit which you gave at that time correct, or is it not? 
A Together with corrections and explanations which I gave to Captain Rapp 


I maintain the correctness but without them it leads certainly to a misunderstanding. 


LS. 
GOMMESSTOMER McIIWRAITH: Are you talking about the chart or the affidavit? 


A In particular about the chart. 
DR. KEMPNER: I had not asked you about the chart. I ask you if Affidavit 
No. 1 is correct? 
A I cannot separate the chart from the affidavit as it constitutes a part of 
the affidavit. 


WS 
GOMMESSTONGR McIIWRAITH: I think you can separate them. The chart is 
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referred to only in the last three lines of the affidavit. 
A The text refers to the chart several times. 
IR. RAPP: Mr. Commissioner, direct reference to the "attached chart" is 
made in the last — of the affidavit. 
GOMMESSTOMPR McIDRAITH: Is not that the only reference? 
MR. RAPP: Yes. | 
LS. 
GOMMESSTORSR McILWRAITH: Well now, witness, will you answer the question 
whether the affidavit, apart from the chart, is correct or not? 
A In so far as it does not refer to the chart I think it is correct. 
DR. KEVPNER: Do you know that only the last paragraph refers to the 
chart which is attached? 
LS 
COMMISSIONER McILWRAITH: Surely we have finished with this subject now, 
BY DR. KEMPNER: 

Q Now something else. We read in the last paragraph of the affidavit: "This 
was, in effect, the General Staff and High Command of the German Armed Forces." Do 
you remember that it was at your initiative that the words "in effect" were put 
before the words "the General Staff and High Command?" 

A T can't remember exactly. It may be the words "in effect" replaced another 
word at my initiative but I can't remember exactly. 

Q Or that there was nothing at all replaced by the words "in effect?" 

A I can't remember. Anyway, if I put these words in it was my intention 
to clarify the sentence. 

Q Now we come to the chart. This chart has never been used as such but only 
in connection with the affidavit. That is why I ask you if the following stat ement 
in your affidavit is correct and I quote: "The composition of this group and the 
relationship of its members to each other were as shown in the attached chart." 


Ts that correct? 
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— T have already said that the relationship of its members to each other 
cannot be understood from this chart and from the lines of this chart without any 
further explanation. 

Q But together with these explanations it is correct, isn't it? 

A I have never laid dow the explanations which I gave to Captain Rapp at that 
time so that I cannot remember them exactly right now, 

PAO a But you weren't asked that. You were asked a 
question which you answered about an hour ago =-=- "Without further explanation is 
this chart correct" and your answer was "No" and I presume it is still the same? 

A Yes. 

DR. KEMPNER: That is all. 

uw, 
SOIAGSSIONGR McIDVRAITH: The witness may retire. 
(The Commission adjourned at 1645 hours.) 
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is a witness, took 
ac follows: 


Rs kaise your right hand and repeat this 


i swear by GO, the Almi: :hty and Umiscient, that: I will 


the pure truth and will withhold and add nothing. 
(ihe witness repeated the oath.) 
ns tou may be soatode 
Ure Latornser, have you a copy of the affidavit ? 
ISERg I need the affidavite during my intorro- 
as i want to show the witness the affidavits at the time. 


Re MCILURAITH:; Yery well. 


LAT 
Uhen were you born? 


A June 30; 1084, 





4 “hat was your last rank ? 

A Colonel General. 

Q What position did you hold in the Cerman army - that is 
uring the last part of your activitios ? 

ORe KLIMPNERg I object very strongly to this line of exanie- 
nations It was understood very clearly and was repeated at leant 
fifty times in this commission and in the court room that the 
cross oxamination be Limited to the affidavite We know what 
kind of jobs Veneral Aalder had, we are here for the purpose oj? 
examining the affidavit, seeing whether it is right or not, or 
whethor he perjure himself, That is the only issue at stake here. 

Re LATERNSER; I believe that I can ask a few questions 
before the actual interrogatione i believe that I am acting the 
same ag the prosecution has acted when it was the sross exanini.ng 
body. Hy idea can be best proved by checking through the transi- 
criptse 


DReKIMPNIRg We have never had this kind of an interrogation 


on this sort of an affidavit. The defonse counsel is entirely 


mistakone 
COMMISSIONER MCILFRAITH} I approve of the questioning 
lasting no longer than a few moments to establish the aims of ühe 
witness and his qualifications, but for only a few moments. 
BY DRe LATERUSER 
Q “hat was your last position ? 
A The chief of the Venoral Staff of the Army. 


Q Since when wore you arrested ? 


ee. i 





You were in a concentration camp ? 
Several, 
Also your family ? 
Yes. 
MR. MCILWRAITH: Dr, Laterner, will you put the affidavit 
‘to him ? We have heard all of this we noed. 
DR. LATERNSER; Une further personal questione 
Why were you in a concentration camp ? 
THE WITNESS: Because of my opposition to Hitler. 
BY DRe LATERNSER: 

Q “eneral, you made two affidavits; one affidavét No.l USA 
Exhibit 551 and Affidavit No. 6. USA Exhibit 537, I would like to ask 
who composed these declarations. 

A These affidavits were composed by an American interrogation 
officer. I believe his name was Captain Rapp. I had the chance to 
change the text. 

Q Did you make many changes ? 

A Yes, I remember correctly thers were two or maybe three drafts. 
Each draft always had the previous changes in ite 

Q Were these drafts, which were read before you, understandable 
or not ? 

A The first draft were grammatically “erman and hardly under- 


standable. 


i) 
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DRe KEMPHERg I object to this line of questioning. those 


so-called drafts are not in evidence. We camnot soe them and we 
cannot ask someone about these drafts, which are not available. 
HReMCGILGRAITH; Dre “aternser, what is the object of there 
questions ? 
Die LATERNSERg I want to show by this interrogation that it 


is important how this affidavit was composed. These questions are 


of the indictment of the prosecution against the circle of acoused 
personde 
HRe MGILURAITH: It is for me to say whether the questions are 
important or note I do not understand what the implications of 
the questions might bee Will you céme to the point at once ard ask 
him what you want to ask him. 
Die LATENNSER: Were you told by the Intorropating officer for 
what reason these documents were asked of you 7% 
THE WITNESS: No, 
BY DRe LATE NSER: 
Q At the time you made this affidavit, did you realize for 
what it would be used ? 
A Ho. 
Q bid you them realize for what it was to be used ? 


A I thought that they woro made to clear the various facta. 


Q There is a sketch on this affidavit, No. le Did you point out 


that this sketch was not correct ? 


A I told the interrogator that through these connecting lines, it 
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is possible that wrong connections could be drawn from this chart, 
especially since the matter of subordination was virtually not 
understandable from this skotche 
Q “hat were you told after this objection of yours was made ? 
A I was told that there was no misunderstanding, since the 


matter of subordination was mown and that this menner of draving 


a sketch was the usual manner used in the American Army. 


Q Colonel “eneral, I ask you to look at this sketch and toll 
the court what is wrong with it ? 

DRe KEMPNERg Tho defense counsel is suggesting that the 
witness has said something is wrong with the sketch. The witness 
said very clearly in “orman and also the translation in English 
stated that there are certain linos which could be misunderstuod. 
I object to the questioning along the line that the witness has 
Said that something in the Sketch is wronge 

UReMGILiNATTH: “Will you amend your question, Dre “aternser, 
and ask the witness what it is that is not understandable 7 

DRe LATENISERg I think the question which I put is acceptablee 

MreMCiLsRAITHs 4 have told you to amend ite 

Dre LATENNSERg Colonel “eneral, would you please tell me 
then what is not quite correct or could be mifsundersteod in this 
sketch 7? 

URe KLIPNERg I am sorry to have to object continously. 

Mre “CIM RAITHs I am sorry you are doing it too. 

Dre KEMPNIRg í have to object in order to clarify the procedure. 
Tho court ordered that the defense counsel put the question and 


the defense counsel did not put the question the way that the order 





was given by the court, The defense counsel said “what was mis» 
understood" and the witness sald “could be misunderstood". This is 
a big differencee 


MRMCILWRAITHs Witness, will you answer the question put 


by Dre “aternser. What could be misunderstood in this sketch ? 


‘ho WITNESS: It could be misunderstood by the connecting lines 
betwoen Hitler and Aeitel and the same applies to the lines between 
Keitel, Raeder, Gooring and Brauchitsche “or another exemple, the 
lines between Field “Marshall Brauchitsch and me, then again the 
lines between myself and the various commanders in chief of the 
army groups. ven though the lines are always the sane, the matter 
of subordination is always difference. Yor instance, “rauchitsth, 
Raeder and Goering were never under “eltel just like all the conmane- 
ders in chief of the army groups wore nevor uncer me, but rather 
the Commander in Chief of the army, Von “rauchitsche Jn other 
words, relations varied as shown in the sketch by similar lines and t 
— Ag 
BY DRe LAPSES H1076 -0035 

Q General, if you were a military suthority that was not informed 
of the actual facts within this group or command, what would you 
think if this chart was prosented to you ? Would you think in the 
first place that this was the sketch of the chain of command within 
the forces ? 

A If I looked at this from the Corman point of view, then this 
sketch would tell that these people are subordinated to each other in 
the relationship of the positions on the sketch according to the 
linese I was told, when I pointed out this fact to the interrogating 
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officer, that the mamer of subordination was not what were 


concerned with but the mamer of doing things in the “erman sarye 

WReMCILMRALTTEs You have already said thise Lid you initial 
this sketch after your objections ? 

THE VITHESS: I was assured bu the interrogation officer that 
there could be no such misunderstanding since the chain of 
command was already quite well mome 

We MGCILVRAITH: that is the third time you have said that, but 
you have not yet answered my question. 

THE VITNESS: After the declaration of the American officer, I 
signed the sketches 

DRe LALSANSER: In other words on this sketch should be shown, 
avon thous it is not marked on it, the channels within this 
organizatione 

IHE WITNESS; The word “chamel" was used at that timee 
BY DRe LAL WSs 

Qq i would iike to ask you once again to look on the left side 
of this drawing. Would you look ad tell me if it is correct 
that be orders went from the Commander in Chief of the Anzy 
over to the Uhief of the Veneral Staff. You then could oxami.ne 
them and independently pass om these orders to the Commanders 
in Chief of the army pups ? 

A No, the commander in chief of the army used the offices of 
the “eneral Staff and then the orders went to the field armye 
This office issued his ordorse 


Q if the office of the chief of the “eneral “Steff was only 


H1076 -0036 





to pass on this information, then this sketch, even though its is 
only supposed te show the channels of order, should not show the 
office of the hief of the Veneoral ~taff. 

A ot as an independant office ilke the office of the Cormander 
in Chief of the Arne 

Q in othor words, the chain of orders was that the orders went 
from the Vownander in Chief of the Army directly to the commanders 
in chief of the army groups 7? 

A ‘she Yormeander in Chief of the army and his staff. this 
group was called by us the OKI = the high comwaand of the army 
and from that office the channel went down directly to the commame 
ers in chief of the army cgroupse 

Qq The chameol orders is also not correct in this skotch in 
other words ? 

A she commander in chief of the army informed me of his 
decisions and I and my staff had to work them out, therefore, 
there actually was such a chamel as is designated on the crawinge 

Q Lut, you in your position as chief of the general staff did 
not pass on these orders, they were hanced to you by the Comiander 


in Chief of the Armye 


A Ho, OEH, the high comand of the aruye 


Me MOILNAITHs You have cleared this up sufficiently, 
Dre “ate:rnser, your point is quite clear. 
Dite LATENJSERg I will finish pretty soon, Sir. I have two 


or three mre questions in this connection and will céme to ny 


A iin NUNN 





Don't you think it would have beon better if the commander in 
chief of the army and chief of the general staff of the army would 
have been put into one boxe Yor instance, if the commander in chief 
of the amy would have been put on the left six of this box end the 
office of the commander in chief of the army on the right side of the 
box end one line should have cone down thru the entire box and named 
— (Fh SO e V0 OILA 
PHE WITNESS H1076 -0038 


ihis question was considered and I even spoke about it to 


Captain Happ, vut i did not went this form of sketch because it nlso 


is not corroote The chief of the goneral staff of the army is only 
one person and he togother with the comnenders in chief of the armies 
forms the OKI e the high command of the armye 
BY DRe LATWUSERs 

Q Then the right box should have been divided again and one of the 
parts should have boen given to the chief of the general staff of 
the armye 

A i think that would have been out of the framework of the sketch 
that was wanted. It would not have been the correct sketch and i 
gum gave to Vaptain “app at that time two sketches of the UM, which 
I made up to the bost of my ability and which exactly showed the 
functions of the OK, = the high command of the army. lo had all, of 
that material. 

Q Solonei “eneral, you admit that this drawing, even though it: is 
only supposed to show the chamoeol of orders, could be misunderstood ? 

A Yose 


Q i ask you now 1s this drawing not quite correct, as it is only 





supposed to show the chain of co mand ? 

A Without the verbal explanation, it does not clive quite a ciear 
picturee 

q To a military observer, what would this skotch mean to show 
beside the chain of command and the business channels ? 

A ‘she matter of subordinatione 

@ That would have been the chain of command, nothing clse i 

A I can hardly imagine anything e1s0< 


Q If, as you state, this sketch ie sot quite correct in showing 


the chain of comand, you also stated yourself that the sketch ig not 


quite correct in showing the business chamels and if you state that 
there is nothing else you can craw from this sketch, then one would 
say that the sketch itself is not correct ? 

I think that it could be right in conne 9 the verbel 
explanations which were given at that timee 

Q Gut, it would not be correct if the verval explanations were 
not attached to this sketch 7? 

A The sketch was correct with the vorbal explanations, which i 
gave to the interrogating officere “hat use be ade of this, i do not 
know and I did not know if he treated it with or without the attaci ed. 
explanations e 

UR.MC ILRAITHN; You have not answered the question as yote 
You have stated that the sketch is correct with the verbal explana- 
tione Doos it follow that it is incorrect without the verbal oxpianazis 
tions ? That was the questlone 


TTNNSS: Yes, it might lead to misunderstanding with the 


i) MN 


verbal explanationBe 





BY DRe LATIOUISERs 

Q General, would you draw the sketch dike this asain. 

A if it would not just be for the information of the Iinterrogae 
ting officer and if 1t would be used without my explanation, then 
i would not. 

Q That wlll be all for this point. 

SikelG LIA RALTH, ts that all the questioning you desire of 
— MN) MN 

VRAIS: Ye, only on this pointe H1076 -0040 

Melle IL NATTHs Do you prefer to have cross examination 
on this point or to have all the questions finia vod 7? 

Die Kidiviehs í think it would be a good idea if I could 
re-croas examine on this one point. 

MAG ILERAITH: Very well, co ahead, 

De, LAJ Sit; “re Commissioner, I ask you not do deviate 
from the procedure which was used up to now and that is that the 
cross examination be made and closed in one cor plete examinatione 

Hiei ILSRAITHs Dre Laternser, you Invited me to let the 
prosecution re-examine because you finished with that point. I 

skod if that was all the questions you had to ask end you said 
only on that pointe If you wish to continue to cross examine the 


witness on other points, do so, but don't interrupt yourself, 


DR. LATERNSER” I would like to say that i don't want the 


value of this cross coxamination made any smaller by questions in 
between by the prosecution and I would liko to inaist that the miles 
we have rollowed up to now be followed, 

MR, MC ITLRAITNs It is you who are interrupting yourself 


continuously. 





- if e 


Re LATERNSERe I will recall this question. i recall the statenent 
concerning this pointe 
iis I do not want to ask any questions, i only want to 
make a statement on behalf of the United “tateme 
(fis: Zhig is not the time to do ite ‘ow +t. aternse? 
barrie Rate ba uti t, UM 0 
j Shs H1076 -0041 
@ In your Affidavit No. 1, you use the words ” ryoup" four timese 


Does this expression " 


woup” come from you ? 

A NO, was contained in a teat and the text waa changed several 
imes and I left it in the toxte 

bid you usw this word " poup"” in a similar connection previously 

# that you regarded the military icaders as a groupe 

A 0e 

Q What was the sense, the meaning, which you gave this word at the 
time you signed the statement 7 

AI did not have any thoughts about this word groupe it was just 
another way of saying numblere 


7 


4 Did you mean sevors moraig or did you moan a specific group 
of generals, which were connected closely for e specific reason ? 

A The number of senerals who may be designated as the leading 
generale 

Q The prosecution now afterwards explains this word ", roup”™ in 

away as if there had been a closed group or rreenization of the 


military leaders. “as there ever any such organizational group 7 


A Hoe 


De KIHPNERSe I object against this question. We never said 





there was such an organization groupe 

MRe MC ILMRAITHs It is a perfectly proper questione Go ahead, 
Dre “aternser, 

Re LATERNSER; dn the past paragraph of Affidavit 1 in the 
first sentence you state the following, and qu "The compos 
sition of this group in the relationship of it embers to each 
other is as shown on the atteched charte” What do you mean by 
"in the rolationship to each other" ? 

SHE WITNESS: by that 4 mean whether these officers were 


under equal authority or under the authority of other officerae 


AN 
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Qq In the affidavit No. 1 you state in the middle of the first pare, 

I quote: "These officers exercise mich supervision in their official capacity, and 
by virtue of their training with opposition in their mituel contacts,” that 
so you mean ly "mutual contacts’. “ere there eny special relations? 

A The seme as is meant as in relationship to each other in the last 
peragraph. There were no other relations. 

Q Thet is if you don’t consider the comradeship contact? 

A Those ere matters of fect in every ariy e 

Q ‘The last paragraph in that affidavit you state, and I quotes "This 
was in effect the general etaff, ond hich commend of the German Army Forces," 
end from whom did this expression come "In effect the general staff"? 

A This was the raft which was submitted to me by Captain Rappe 

Q But you left it in that affidevit. “hat was the meaning you gave 
this sentence, or this »ording at the time when you signed it? 

A The reason why I ¢44 not make any chanres even though I did have the 
possibility ws as follows: Merx Now the words "General Staff among others ena 
as it ia understood in the German Army is different tban in the Allied Army, and 
in those armies where the commending chief at the seme time is ehief 
of the General Staff, the General Staff is considered a croup of leading 
commanding generalse In the German Army the General Steff is virtually 
a group of aids which work especially in the operational and organizetional 
eteff. I believe that in the American Army it is called the third office 
or the third echelon. Im both cases, in other wrds, it entirely a different 


meaning, at “Ceneral Staff." I was especially entrusted in showing 


that this wes a technical military leadership -= an actual militgyary leader- 


ship, and that sefar as I know is designated as *General Staff” in the 
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American Army. In order to prevent any misunderstanding between the German 
General Staff, it was a purely techinal aid group, and the American Militery 
Army the General Steff is considered the actual militery leadership. In 
order to prevent any such misunderstanding I consider the werdict of Captain 
Rapp the dest. That is why I left it thet way. I was in addition heving the 
thought thet this affidavit was to explain or to clarify these matters for 
the American Armye 

q In ther words, you wanted to use the military terminology of the 
American Army forees in this case? 

A Tese 

Q And you did not mean the words “General Staff” as in a Cerman 

A Noe 

Q Would you use the words, “Generel Staff” in this cohnection again? 

A For a German reader, no, but for an American reader to whan it was 
given I wuld not have any hesitation whatscever. 

Q And if you knew that the results wuld be that the hieher German 
Generel Leaders would have combined under this term “General Steff" and if 
this tearm used by you would be used mistekinzly, would you use it again? 

MR. McILORALTR; What is the answer? 

TUE WITNESS, I can say this, on this occasion that the words 
"General Steff" was used by the opposition all during the entire wer, end, 
therefore, could net have been brought about by my affidavit. 
BY De LATERNGERs 


Q The two affidavits, one and two, has the second one as being wade b; 


Fielänarshall Brauchitsch are exactly in the same wording, word for word, with the 


exception of the last peragraphe Can you give me an explenation for this 
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A I suppose that after a series of interrogations a draft of the results 
was laid before Pielémarshall Brevchitech and myself, FPicldmershs11 Brauchitsch 
evidently objected to the wording in the last pereprarh, en? hed something 
changed while I id not do thet. 


Q Did you talk to Fielémarshall Brauchitech concerning this last para- 


graph, and his objection to it? 

A He told me after both he end I had signed it that he had obiectå to 
the term in effect of “General Steff" enë that he hed it chanced, I enewered him 
that the declaration of the 4merican interrogating office was sufficient 
for me, that the term would be used correctly. 

DR. LATERNGERs Mr President, con we now hove a recess of ten 
minutese 
(Recess) 

BY DR LATERNSIR, 

Q You said the following in affidevit No. 1, second raracrarhs* Specialized 
military matters of responsibility of three branches of the ermed forces 


subordinate the commender in chief of armed forces, that is to sey, the Army, 


Navy and Air Forces?” You only mention Navy and Air Forces bere. ‘Weren't 


also the Einsatz Grovp and Fineetz Command, the SIPO ond the SD under the come 
mend of military commanders? 

A Noe 

Q The Qertesmaster General Wagner tolé you thet in hie verdal com- 
ference with Heydrich they decided upon the ultimate plans of the so cálleê 
Einsatz Group, md of their activity down to the last detail, including 


the mass exterminations? 
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DRe KEMPNENs T object to the question because that has mthing to 
do with thie affidavit, We are only concerned with this affidavit, end I sube 
mit his question shovld be stricken from the record., 

DR. LATERNSERs The witness speaks only of subordinates here, 
only of the Army, Navy ard “ir Forces. The -rosecution claims thet the 
Einsatz ercup end the SD were under the command of the militery in the 
mlitery areas, ani the defense does not agree with thet, and, therefore, 
the witness should have a chance to give his statenent on that. 

UR. MeILARALTN; kye Where does the term *SP*® come into this? 


DR. LATERNSER, The witness talks as of the subordinates cf the 


Army, Navy and Air Corps. Does that mean anything ebwt the D, if so, 


therefore, it wiz is my duty tœ find out whether the affidavit is complete, 
and if the affidavit is correct skt that is what I want, but if that is out of 
this questioning than the statement is correct. However, if the SD was 
under the Army jurisdiction then the affidavit is not emf correcte 

DR, KYMINERs The defense commsel hed ample opportunity to 
ack the witness abut this end he @46. Ye spent hours and hours with other 
menerals on this topic, and the defense counsel wes advised to achere to 
this affidavit end do nothing else, ana he talks right now about xu murder, 
whether the SD has murdered, end not about any question which had to do with 
the affidavit. 

MWe MgILWRAITH; Dre Laternser, I don't think you may ask tha: 
question. 
BY De LATERNSER; 

Q Did you give all the mits active in military fiel that designation, 


when you say that the Army, Navy and Air Corps were under the commander in 
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chief of the armed forces? 

4 I believe go, yese 

Q It says in the affidavit No. 1 in the midé@le of the page, I quote: 
"Plans for military operations and so forth.” Hew ĉid you use the word 
"plans? in this comection? 

A in the same sense as it is used in the German militery lenguege. 

Une speaks of plen operstions, the planning stare of it: it speaks of the 
attack plan, or plan of a regiment, or a battalion te attack, in that term 
I had spoken. 

Q Did you yourself prepare, make or wbmit eny plans for actual use, 
I mean plans of your own yourself? 

A I pot the order from my conmander in chief, who in turn recrived his 
order from the (KW, or wrk out, or have wrked out by their staff the 
leadership plan, or technical leadership plans, and at times wrked on it 
my soit. 

Q hen for the first time did you hear of the discvasion cf the 5th 
November 1937? 

HRe MoLLWRATTs But there is no mention of that in this affidavit. 
DR. LATERNSER; I want to point out to you, Mr. Commissioner, on 
the first page at the bottom of it, the second to the last sentence, where 
it says the example of such meeting is of a speech ty Hitler, cr the coumander 
in chief August 1939; that is one of the rea ings which the generel an- 
nounced, and amoung the same meetings is the one of 5 November 1937, of which 


the general are algo accused, snd which can very easily be brought within 


this line of questioning. 
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Me McILSRAITH; You can confine yourself to August 22, 1939. 
BY DR. LATERNGER,; 
Q Then did you hear of the plan which ws announced to the conmmender 
in chief on 5 November 1937? 
UR. McILWRAITH; You say now ask that question. 
BY DR. LATERNSERs 
Q I now refer to the middle of page 1 for this questioning, where 
they speak of plans for the military operations for the German Armed forces. 
The plan of which the general staff is elso accused, and wes submitted to 
the commender in chief on 5 November 1937% 

MR, McILWRATIHs If you put the question in the form "That was the 
date of the plan for military operations referred to in the affidavit,” you 
may ask it. 

DRe LATERNSERs 
the 
Q Wes that/plan, or the plan which had as its basis the discusséon of 
5 November 1937? 
A Noe 
Q Dié your predecessor,Colonel General Beck, tell you when you took 
over 2 his position of any such meeting in Movember 1937? 


DR. KEMPNENsg We object again to this question. It hes nothing 


to do with the effidavit. The affidavit speeks of plans in geneeel, ond not 


atout any specific planse 
MN. McILMAITH; The vitness has ststed that the plen announced 
by Hitler on 5 November 1937 was not one of the plans referred to in his 


affidavit, and therefore, no other question should be asked about 5th November 


19376 





COM 5 


— 1) MA 


26 July 
15-1600 
Hal ter 


BY DR. LATERNSER, 

f Bo you know if there wes a plan for occupatim of Austria? 

A I éop*t knor of eny plans for the cecupation, but only a plan for 
a guarding of the German torders towards Austria. 

Q Do you know of any further questions after the Sudeten question had 
beer settled? 

DR. KINPNER; We object agein to this continued line of asking 
questions which are not coverec by the affidavit. The affidavit does not 
Say anything about Austria, cr about Czechoslovakia, anc it wee very clear and 
outstanding about the accusations ennounced, and in other countries, then 
we had five or six witnesses under duscussich the whole winter, and we did 
it in days and days ané days. We agreed to the cross examination in 
these affidavits, which is a very strong topis, and we considered it in 
admissible in this stage of the Commissicner's hearing in opeing the 
avenue for cross examination for days and days of these qitnessese 

MR, MILIRAIW, If you really vent to find out whet are the plans 
for military operaticne te which the witness refers, you must ask him. 


You must not frame your question to ask him whether he does or does not 


know of the varis stends that xe you ere mking. 


BY Di. LATERNSER: 
Q What plans of military operations were available x after the Sedutan 
Question had been settled? 
A There were neither plens nor any preparation of them. In fact in 
December 1938 it was when the KW sent out an mm order saying that all mili- 
tary planning had to cease, and that the Army having concerned itself with the 


training further of its troopse 





TN 


MRe McILIRAITH; Don't you think you have done enough with this 


affidevit now? 

DR. LATERNSER; I can say that I «i11 be finished wery shortly. 

Q Did you as commander in chief of the army meke any steps in the year 
of 1939 in amre order to warn Hitler of a possible ver. I refer in this respect 
to the third paragraph of the affidevit mmber 1, pge l, the lest prt of 
that paragraph which states, "Which were to be undertaken by troopse" 

A I told my commander in chief repeatedly of my thourhts, or my ideas, 
I never had any talk with Hitler. These thoughts evidently were the result 
I would like to did of a talk with Sir Henderson. ‘The commander in chief of 
the army brought this to the attention of Hitler according to my requeste 

tire RAPP: Mr. Commissioner, in that respect I would like to 
point out thet this kiné of questioning does not read entirely from the 
at effidavit, and I would kindly ask you asain te instruct the counsel to 
confine himself to the mgukj subject mettere 

MR. MeILWRAITH, T don’t see how this is connecteâ up in any way 
with the affidavit, but perhaps you can explain it. 

DA. LAT RISER; The “General Staff” is accused vith a plan of 
carrying cut plans, må the affidavit of the witness seemingly verifies 
this, that such plans were made and carried oute Now if I ask the witness 
whether he warned enytody of this proposed pessible war, then this question 
is directly comnected with this affidevit, because the possible answering 
of this question will show the opposite in this procf. 


MR, MCILWRAITH: Well, I understand that, and we have heard the 


enswere Now continue with the next question. 
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BY DR. LATERNGER:s 

Q How eid your commender-inechief of the army warn of the injury of neutrality 
of Belgium and Holland after you heard that Hitler wented to start the war against 
the Western Powers through an attack against France? 

A I pointed out my opposition to the comnender-inechief of the army anô I 
believe that he went to Hitler with these objections the end of September 1939 

COMMISSIONER Mel UIRAITN,g I think you are mistaken in thinking trese 

answers ere of importence. I agree that they are relevant but I don’t think they 
ere of any importence. 

Q When, as Commander-in-Chief of the General Steff of the Army did you heer 
the first time of the proposed attack on Russia and when did you start with the 
plenning or preperation? 


DR. KEMPNEN: I respectfully submit that this is outside the defined topic 


of this affidavit and the defined purpose of this examinetion whether this affidavit 


is correct or not. 

COMMISSIONER Mel LWRAITH; Dr. Laternser, that question cannot be allowed. 
This affidavit is Girected at showing the organization of the High Command. 

DR. LATERNSER; The reason for this affidavit is not just to show the 
chart of the High Commend but also to show its activity especially also the plenning 
and preperation of arse In the middle of the first page it states the sentence 
which I have elready quoted: "They actually ¢id prepare for any such operations as 
were to be undertaken,” If I ask him, the at that time Chief of Staff of the Army, 
when he heard of the plan to attack Russia, then the answer to this question is 
right in the middle of this themeée 

COMMISSIONER MeILWRAITH, well, let him give es brief an answer as possible. 


A The first evidence of a possible militery conflict I received the teginning 


of August 1940. First orĉers in the form of verbal decrees end orders I reecived, 
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if I remenber correctly, in September of 1940. 

COMMIUSIONER MeILWRAITHs You were not asked thate Will you confine youre 
self to answering the question. You have answered the questione Now. Dre Laternser, 
will you continue, and keep it shor? 

BY DR. LATERNSERs 

Q When iå you start with the preparstions. Did you have maps in the General 
Steff of the Army at that time. 

A Not in Aurust 1940. Ye started with the ‘status the end of August and then, 
after the Order had been received, in September 1940. 

Q Were there any objections against the preparation of this płan by you? 

A When the Commanding Chief of the Army told me of this proposed attack for the 
first time I did object to it quite emphaticallye 

Q Did you bring out any objections later on during military meetings with 
Hitler? 

A On the 3ra or hth of February 1941 the military counter objections were 
submitted to Hitler. 

Q When a military leader objected to a certain plan could he show his objection 
ty retiring? 

MR. RAPP: Mr. Commissioner, we would like to point out thet this is not a 
school for tactical instructionse I believe that this cuestion is entirely irrelevant, 
thet the opinion of the individual is asked for, end thet we should arain try to 
confine ourselves to the affidavit. 

COMMIGSIONER Mel LWRAITHs TI don’t think that question is a relevent one, 


Dr. Laternzer.e 


DR. LATERNSER; May I say a few words in this respect? 
CUMMISSICNER MeILWRAITH; Yes, but please keep it short. You are wasting 


teo much time. 
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DR. LATERNSER; In his affidavit the »itness has state that there were 
plans being prepared ané carried out. This statement has been used by the prosecution 
in the charge —— the General Steff. When I asked the witness now whether a 
military commander could protest against such plans by resipning from his office I 
should like to have the opinion of the witness in this respect. 

COMMISSIONER MeILWRAITH; No doubt you would like to have a lot of things 
from this witness, Dr. Leternser, but the object of this procedure is for him to set 
down in an affidavit a fe? things on a particular subject and you must confine your 
crossecxemination to whet he hes set Come 

DR. LATNSERs In putting this question I should like to prove thet on the 
contrary attempts were made at raising objections against the cerryinge out of such 
orders. 

COMMISSIONER MeILWRAITH; I don*t know what you meane 

DR. LATERNSER; When I put this question I am trying to prove that it was 
impos si tle to protest against such plans by giving one’ sresi¢nation. 

COMMISSIONER MeILARAIT:: That isn't one of the matters that this witness 
hes been called to pxxk prove. Twenty-one defendants before the Tribunal have all said 
that they could not resign. This witness is here to give evidence only as set out 
in his affidavit, Will you please confine yourself to cross-examining on that 
affidavit. 

BY DR. LATERNSER, 
Q I have another question as regards effidevit No. 6, Witness, I should like 


to ask you the following questions In this stetenent you say that the Deruty Chief 


of the Leadership Corps of the Armed Forces was competent for the draft of strategic 


plans. I now ask you is that correct and did the position of the Deputy Chief of 


the Armed Forces exactly correspond to what you have. stated here? 





Preo=li 
A May I first answer the second part of the question? The position of the 
Deputy Chief of the Leader Staff of the Arme@ Forces is in no proportion whatever 
to the other services mentioned in this statement. It is of mue! less importencee 
As regards strategic piam plans, I have used the wrd the "raftin of strateric plans 
(*“ausarbeitunge) The competent agency in this respect is the office which makes 
out the orders in detail and passes them on. As far as I can remember the drafts 
in most cases were made by Jodl himself, at least as long as I was in officee 
DRe LATERNSER; I have no further questions. 
COMMISSIONER McILORAITN; Any —— —— 
— 
BY DRe KEMPNER; 
Q Herr General Oberst, you know Captain Rapp, don't you? 
I have seen him several times. 
Is he this genthimen here in civilian clothes? 


Yes, I think soe 


I can’t give any exact m number but I think it ves three or four timese 


These were long and friendly conversations, is that correct? 


Q 

A . 

& How many times had you conversations with him - approximately? 
A 

Q 

A 


Yes, long conversationse : 
Q Did these affidavits constitute the rem lt of these conversations as rererds 
the points mentioned in here? 
A I mppose that they are partly the result of the conversations that I hed 
with Captain Rappe 
Q Had you the opportunity of making any corrections in these effidevita? 
A Yese 
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Q You made use of this opportunity in Affidavit No. 1 for about four times, 
ĉo your remember that? 

A I can remenber as regarés the first drafts or at least the first draft that 
I made corrections in every lines if there were three or four dozen of lines it 


will probably be that there were more then four corrections. 


Q And you have made x four corrections on the last one as I can see from the 
marginal remarks. 

A I can't remember that. 

Q May I ask you whether this is your signed HZ *H?* 

(Document is shown to witness.) 

A Yes it ise 

Q Do gS you think thet after all these corrections this affidavit is correct 
and you have maintained its correctness under cath? Is that so? 

DR. LATERNSERs I object. It cannot yet be state whether the result is 
correct. The witness must first be questioned in this respect. It was exactly the 
Same case when I was interrupted when I asked with respect to a wrong chart? 

DRe KEMPNER; I will reframe the question. 

Q Is the affidavit which you geve at that time correct, or is it not? 
A Together with corrections and explanations which I gave to Captein Rapp 
I maintain the correctness tut without them it leads certainly to a misunderstanding. 
COMMISSIONER MeILIRAITH; Are you talking about the chart or the affidavit? 
A In particular about the chart. 
DR. KEMPNERs I had not asked you about the skarts chart. I ask you if 


Affidavit Noe 1 is correct? 


A I cannot seperate the chart x from the affidavit as it constitutes a part of 


the affidavit. 


COMMISSIONER meILWRAITH; I think you can separate theme The chert is 
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referred to only in the last three lines of the affidavit. 
A he text refers to the chart several times. 

MR. RAP; Mr. Commissioner, direct reference to the “attached chart" is 
made in the last line of the affidavit. 

COMMISSIONER MeILYRAITH; Is not that the only reference? 

MR. RAPP; Yes. 

COMMISSIONER meILVHAITH, Well now, witness, will you onswer the question 
whether the affidavit, epart from the chert, is correct or not? 


A In so far as it Goes not refer to the chart I think it is correct. 


Dit. KEMPNERs Do you know that only the last peragraph refers to the 


chart which is atteched? 
COMMISSIONER MgILWRAITH; Surely we have finished with this subject nowe 
BY Die KEMFNER4 

Q Now something else. We read in the last pragrarh of the affidavits "This 
was, in effect, the General Steff and High Commend of the German Arme Forces." Do 
you remeber that it maws was at your initiative that the words "in effect" were put 
before the words "the General Staff and High Command?" 

A TI can't remember exactly. It my te the words "in effect” replaced enother 
word at my initiative tut I can’t remember exactly. 

Q Or that there was nothing at all replaced by the worés "in effect?" 

A I can't remember. Anyway, if I put these words in it was my intention to 
Clarify the sentence. 

Q Now we come to the chart. This chart has never been used as such but only 
in connection with the affidavit. That is why I ask you åm if the following statement 
in your affidavit is correct and I quote: “The composition of this croup and the 
relationship of its memberst to each other were as show in the atteched chart." 


Is that correct? 
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A I have already said that the relationship of its members to each other 
cannot be understood fran this chart end from the lines of this chert without any 
further explanation. 

Q But together with these explenations it is correct, isn’t it? 

A I have never laid down the explanations which I pwe to Captain Rapp et that 
time so that I cannot remember them exactly risht nowe 

COMMISSIONER MeIL*RAITH; But you weren't asked thate You were asked a 


question which you answered about an hour apo--e"Without further explenation is 


this chart correct end your answere was "No" end I presume it is still the same? 


A Yos. 
DR. KEMPRENs: That is all. 
COMMISSIONER MeIL RAITH; The witness may retire. 


(The Commission adjourned at 1645 hours.) 
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hat wag your last rank ? 
ozone] General. 
sition did you hold in the Corman army e that is 
luring the last part of your activities 7 
ie I object very strongly to this line of cxmunte 
nations. it was understood very clearly and was repeated 
fifty tines in this commission and in the court room th 
cross oxamination be limited to the afficavite © know 
kind of jobs “oneral alder had, we are hero for the purpose of? 
examining the affidavit, seeing whether it is right or not, or 
whether ho jorjured himself. hat is the only issue at stake here. 
Re Li Siig I believe that I can ask a few questions 
before the actual interrogation. I believe that 1 am acting the 
Same a5 the prosecution has acted when it was the gross exanining 
bodye My idea can be best proved by checking through the trans- 
criptse 
HPNIRg Ho have never had this kind of an interrogation 
on this sort of an affidavgite The defo ise counsel is ontirely 
mi stakene 
COMMISSIONER MCILƏARAITHg I approve of the questioning 
no longor than a fow moments to establish the aims of ühe 
witnoss and his qualifications, but for only a fow moments. 


ur 
4 


hat was your last position ? 


tho chlef of the Venoral Staff of the Army. 


Since shon wore you arvested 1 TI 


IONIN 


Since July 25, 1044. nee 





You were in a concentration camp ? 
Several, | 
Also your family ? 
Yes. | 
MR. MCILWRAITH: Dr. Laterner, will you put the affidavit 
to him ? We have heard all of this we need. 
DR. LATERNSER:; One further personal question. 
Why were you in a concentration camp ? 
THE WITNESS: Because of my opposition to Hitler. 
BY DR. LATERNSER: 

Q “eneral, you made two affidavits; one affidavit No.l USA 
Exhibit 531 and Affidavit No. 6. USA Exhibit 537. I would like to ask 
who composed these declarations. 

A These affidavits were composed by an American interrogation 
officer. I believe his name was Captain Rapp. I had the chance to 
change the text. 

Q Did you make many changes ? 

A Yes, I remember correctly there were two or maybe three drafts. 
Each draft always had the previous changes in ite 

Q Were these drafts, which were read before you, understandable 
or not ? 

A The first draft were grammatically “erman and hardly under- 


standable, 
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Re AMPs I object to this line of questioning. Those 


soecalled drafts are not in evidencee “ce cannot see them and we 
cannot ask someone about these drafts, which are not availabloe 

WR eMOLIORAIIHe Dre “aternser, what is the object of therie 
questions 7? 

bie LATERNJIHMg I want to show by this interrogation that it 
is important how this affidavit was composed. These questions are 
absolutely important, especiallfy since these affidavits are part 
of the indictment of the prosccution against tho circle of acoused 
porsonse 

Re MOILVRAITUs it is for me te say whether the questions 
important or note J do not understand what the implications of 
the quostions might bee Will you céme to the point at once and 
him what you want to ask hime 

Vite LA SER; Wore you told by the intorro,ating officer 
what reason those docwnents wore asked of you ? 

HE WITNESS; Hooe 

NSER4 
4 At tho time you made this affidavit, did you realize Lor 

what £t would be used 7? 

Oe 

Did you then realize for what it was to be used ? 

i thought that they were made to clear the various factie 

There is a skotch on this affidavit, Noe le Pid you point out 
that this sketch was not correct ? 


A I told the interrogator that through these connecting lijnes, it 
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is possible that wrong connections could be drawn from this chart, 
especially since the matter of subordination was virtually not 
understandable from this skotche 

Q What were you told after this objection of yours was macio ? 

A I was told that there was no misunderstanding, since the 
matter of subordination was imowm and that this manner of draving 
a sketch was the usual manner used in the Amorican Armye 

Q Golonei “eneral, I ask you to look at this sketch and toll 
the court what is wrong with it 7? 


‘ 


Die KIMPEERg Tho defense counsel is suggesting that the 
witness has said something is wrong with the sketch. The witness 
said very cloarly in “oman and also the translation in inglish 
stated that there are certain lines which could bo misunderstood. 
I object to the questioning along the line thatthe witness has 
said that something in the Sketch is wronge 

MReMCLL HALT: “ill you amond your question, Dre Sateornser,y 
and ask the witness what it is that is not understandable 7 

Diie e I think the question which I put is acceptables 

“MareMOLLWRAITHs 2 nave told you to amend ite 

bre LATW Sig Colonel “eneral, would you please toll me 


then what is not quite correct or could be misunderstood in this 


iis I am sorry to have to object continously. 


Vil RAITH: 1 am sorry you are doing it too. 


Dre KIMPNIRg Í have to object in order to clarify the procedure. 


iho court ordered that the defense counsel put the question and 


the defense counsel did not put the question the way that the order wai 





was given by the court. The defense counsel said "what vas mise 
understood" and the witness sald “could be misunderstood". This is 
a big difforencoe 

MResMCILORAITHs Witness, will you answer the question put 


by Dre “aternser. What could be misunderstood in this sketch ? 


The WITNESS: It could be misunderstood by the connecting lines 


between liitiler and Seltel and the same applies to the lines between 
Keitel, iaeder, Goering and Brauchitsche For another exemple, the 
lines betweon Field Mershall Orauchitsch and me, then again the 
lines botween myself and the various commanders in chief of the 
army roups. Sven though the lines are always the sane, the matter 
ef subordination is always differoncee. Yor instance, “rauchitstih, 
Rasder and Gooring were never wider “eltel just like all the commane 
ders in chief of the amy groups were never under moe, but rather 
the Commander in Chief of the army, Von “rauchitsche in other 
words, relations varied as shown in the sketch by similiar lines and tm: 
that could be misunderstoode HA WMI 
BY DR, LATERUSERs ee 

A Yeneral, if you were a military authority that was not informed 
of the actual facts within this group or command, what would you 
think if this chart was presented to you ? Would you think in the 
first place that this was the sketch of the chain of comand within 
the forces ? 

A E looked at this from the Gorman point of viow, then this 
sketch would toll that these poople are subordinated to cach other in 
the rolationship of the positions on the sketch according to the 


linese i was told, when I pointed out this fact to the interrogating 
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officer, that the manner of subordination was not what were 
concerned vith but the samoer of doing things in the Gorman armye 

HReMCILERAITHg Zou have already sald thise Did you initial 
this sketch after your objections T 

Sg I was assured bu the interrosation officer 

there could be no such cisunderstanding since the chain of 
comand wag already quite woll knowe 

Mie NCILRAITHg thet is the third time you have said that, but 
you have not yet answered my 


mn 4 


i20RSS3 After the declaration of the American officer, I 


sinod the sketche 


DRe LA SER; In other words on this sketch should be shown, 
even though it is not marked on it, the channels within this 
orijenizatlone 

TH CITNSSS; The word “channel” was used at that time. 

BY DR. LATAAUSLN: 

Q i would like to ask you once again to look on the left side 
of this drawing. Would you look and tell me If it la correct 
that be orders went from the Comuander in Chief of the Amy 
over to the “hilof of the “eneral Staff. You then could oxamiine 
them and independantly pass on these orders to the Commanders 
in “hier of the amy pupa ? 

A ho, the commander in chief of the army used the offices of 
the “eneral Staff and thon the orders went to the field anye 
ihis of fice issued his orderse 


Q af the office of the chief of the “eneral Staff was only 





to pass Gn this information, then this sketch, even though iii is 
only supposed to show tho c wmmels of order, should not show the 


office of the Chief of the Voneral -taffe 


A Set as am indopondant office like the office of the -orrmaner 


of the Arnye 


othor words, the chain of orders was that the orders went 
from the Coumsnder in Chief of the Army directly to the coamumdéers 
in chief of the army groups 7 

A The Somannder in Chief of the army and his staff. shin 
group was called by us the OMI @ the high comand of the 
and from that office the channel went down directly to the comme- 
ders in chief of the army groupse 

Q The chamel orders is also not correct in this sketch in 
other words ? 

A Tho commander in chief of the amy informed me of his 
decisions and I end my staff had to work them out, therefore, 
there actually was such a channel as 1s designated on the crawinge 

Q But, you in your position as chief of the goneral staff’ did 
not pass on these orders, they wore hanced to you by the -ompancer 
in Chief of the Armye 

A Nog OER, the high command of the arnye 

Wile MCILRAITH: You have cleared this up sufficiently, 
Dre “aternser, your point is quite cloare 
Lite LAT SER: I will finish protty soon, Sire i have two 


or three mre questions in this connection and will cme to uy 


Pinal point. OM AT 
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Den't you think it would have been better if the commander in 
chief of the army and chief of the general staff of the army woud 
have boen put into one boxe “or instance, if the comsnander in clilef 
of the amy would have been put on the left six of this box 
office of the commander in chicf of the army on the right side of the 
box and one line should have sone down thru the entire box and named 
the OKI e the high command of the army 7? 
Peis 

this cuest! was coneidercé and i oven spoke about it to 
Captain Rappe but I did not went this form of sketch because it slso 
is not correcte The chiof of the general staff of the army is aily 
one person and he together with the comiandors in chief of the armies 


UT 
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forma the OG = the hiph command of the arnye | DII] | 
H 


BY URe LATIONS 

Q Zhen the right box should have been divided again end one of the 
parts should have been given to the chief of the general staff of 
the Anye 

A i think that would have been out of the frameevwork of the skoteh 
that was wanted. It would not havo been the correct sketch and X 
pam gave to Saptein Sapp at that time two sketches of the UNM, whileh 
I made up to the best of my ability and which exactly showed the 
functions of the OKH, = the high command of the ame ilo had ali, of 
that materiale 

Q Solomei “eneral, you adult that this drawing, ovon though iti is 
only supposed to show the chamol of orders, could be misunderstcod 7 

A Y@Ge 


Q I ask you now ia this drawing not quite correct, as it 1s oly 





supposed to show the chain of comand 7? 

A Without the verbal oxphamation, it does not ; 
picturds 

Q to a military observer, what would this 
beside the chain of comand and the business channels ? 


A he matter of subordinsations 


Q That would have been the chain of command, nothing clse 7 


A I cen hardly imagine anything else. 

Q if, as you stato, this sketch is not quite correct in showing 
the chain of cousmmnd, you also stated yourself that the sketch in not 
quite correct in showing the business chemels and if you state tihat 
there is nothing else you can drow from this sketch, then one would 
say that the sketch itself is not correct ? 

i think thet it could be right in connection with tko verbal 
explenations which were given at that tinee 

Q ut, it would not be correct if the verbal explanations were 
not attached to this sketch ? 

A sho sketch was correct with the vorbal explanations, which I 
save to the interrogating officers “hat use be made of this, I do not 
know and I did not know if he treated it with or without the attached 
explanations e 

Mie ILRAITHg You have not answered the question as yet. 

You have stated that the sketch is correct with the verbal oxplaiae 
tiore boos it follow that it is incorrect wit ù the vorbal oxpi.anatis 
tions ? That was the quostione 


SI ITS: Xog, it might lead to misunderstanding with the 
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BY DRe LATHUISERs 
Q General, would you draw the sketch jike this again. 
A if it would not just be ‘or the information of the interrogas 
ting officer and if it would be used without my explanation, then 
E voula not HM LL 
Q That will be all for this pointe iiaii 
RNC TL RAITHg is that all the questioning you desire of 
this witness 7? 
Vel DUISER§ So, only on this pointe 
Mrelie IL RATS refer 1 ave cross 
on this point or to havo ali the questions finished ? 
Pig J think it would be a goo idea if I could 
reecross exumine on this one pointe 
RHC ILRAITH; Yory well, go ahcatle 
Die LA’ SER g te \Ounissioner, I ask you not do deviate 
from the procedure which was used up to now end that is that the 
cross examination be wade and closed in one complete oxanination.s 
SielG il, RAITHS Dre S“aternmser, you Invited mo to let the 
prosecution re-examine because you finished with that point. I 
asked if that was all the questions you had to ask and you said 


only on that pointe If you wish to continue to cross exanine the 


witness on other points, do so, but don't interrupt yourself, 


De LATMINSER” I would like to say that I don't want the 
value of this cross oxemination made any smaller by questions in 
betwoen by the prosecution and I would like to insist thet the rules 

foliowed up to now be followed. 

Mie NC IL MATTE: It is you who are interrupting yourself 
continuocuslye 





“jo « 


Re e I will recall this questions i recall the 
concerning, thia pointe 


Í do not want to ask any questions, i only want te 
make a statemont on behalf of the United “tates 


nif 


é I IL RATS 2his is not the time to do ite iow 


says he wants to go straisht one 
b L HSER 
Q in your Affidavit No. lẹ you use the words "group" 
Does this expression "group? come from you ? 


A So, it was contained in a text and the text was 


times and i left it in the toxte 


Q bid you usw this word "group" in a simtlar comectiar 


© that you regarded the military icaders a3 a Groupe HII | | 
A Ge 


H1076-0069 


QG “hat was the sone, the meaning, which you gave this word at the 


time you sivgnod the statement 7 
A I did not have any thoughts about this word groupe it was just 
Way of saying numbers 

$id you mean several “enersis or did you moan a specific group 


enerais, which wore connected closely for a specific reason ? 
A The number of senerals who may be designated as the leading 


eneralse 


Q She prosecution now afterwards explains this word "group" in 
such a way as if there had been a closed group or organization of the 
militery leacderge “as there ever 


pn 


any such organizational group ? 


A Noe 


ie KPIT: I object against this questione We nevor said 





a7 < tar 2, sè 
unero was such an organization groupe 


A a 3 Ara 14 ork © vat. J 
iS & perfectly prop paestione Co ahead; 


in the past para; raph of 


Pe aan * g yy è vr * PE a + $ 
first sentence you stato the following, end 


* * M ehg n sa 4 
sition of this croup in the relationship of 


as shown on charte" 


no.i 


\tationship to each other” ? 


SS¢ at r t y 
32 Ba + moan wucther these officers were 


acer equal authority or under the authority of other officerse 
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26 July 1946 wiere-s0r' 
15-1600 
HALDER 

Q In the affidavit No. 1 you state in the middle of the first pare, 

I quote: "These officers exercise such supervision in their cfficial capacity, and 
by virtue of their training with opposition in their mituel contacts." ‘That 
so you mean ty “mutual contacts". Were there any special relations? 

A The seme as is meant as in relationship to each other in the last 
paragraph. There were no other relations. 

Q That is if you don’t consider the comradeship contact? 

A Those are matters of fact in every ariy e 

Q The last paragraph in that affidavit you state, and I quote: "This 
was in effect the general staff, and hish command of the German Army Forces,” 
and from whom did this expression come "In effect the general staff"? 

A This was the draft which was subsitted to me by Captain Rapp. 

Q But you left it in thet affidavit. What was the meaning you gave 
this sentence, or this »ording at the time when you signed it? 

A The reason why I did not make any changes even though I did have the 
possibility wes as follows: Narx Now the words "General Staff" among others and 
as it is understood in the German Army is different than in the Allied Army, and 
in those armies where the commanding chief at the seme time is chief 
of the General Staff, the General Staff is considered a croup of leading 
commanding generalse In the German Army the General Steff is virtually 
a group of aids which work especially in the operational and organizational 
staff. I believe that in the American Army it is called the third office 
or the third echelon. In both cases, in other wrds, it entirely a different 


meaning, at "General Staff." I was especially entrusted in showing 


that this was a technical military leadership — an actual milityary leadere 


ship, and that sofar as I know is designated as General Staff” in the 
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15-1600 
HALDER 
American Army. In order to prevent any misunderstanding between the German 
General Staff, it was a purely techinal aid group, and the American Militery 
Army the General Staff is considered the actual military leadership. In 
order to prevent any such misunderstanding I consider the werdict of Captain 
Rapp the best. That is why I left it that way. I was in addition heving the 
thought that this affidavit was to explain or to clarify these matters for 
the American Armye 

Q In cher words, you wanted to use the military terminology of the 
American Army forces in this case? 

A Yose 

Q And you did not mean the words “General Steff* as in a German Staff? 


A Noe 


Q Would you use the words, “General Staff” in this cohnection again? 
A 


For a German reader, no, but for an American reader to whom it was 
given I wuld not have any hesitation whatscever. 

Q And if you knew that the results wuld be that the higher German 
General Leeders would have combined under this term "General Staff" and if 
this term used by you would be used mistekingly, would you use it again? 

MR. WcILVRAITH; What is the answer? 

THE WITNESS, I can say this, on this occasion that the words 
“General Steff" was used by the opposition ell during the entire war, end, 
therefore, could not have been brought about by my affidavit. 
BY DRe LATERNSERş 

Q The two affidavits, one and two, has the second one as being made by 
Fieldmarsh all Brauchitsch are exactly in the same wording, word for word, with the 


exception of the last paragraph. Can you gåve me an explanation for this 
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15-1600 

lalder 

exact surikin wording? 

A I suppose that after a series of interrogations a draft of the results 
was laid before Fielémarshall Brauchitsch anë myself. Fiecldmarsheall Brauchitsch 
evidently objected to the wording in the last perarrarh, and hed something 
changed vhile I did not do that. 

Q Did you talk to Fieldmarshall Brauchitsch concerning this last para- 


graph, end his objection to it? 

A He told me after both he end I had signed it that he had objec to 
the term in effect of "General Staff" and that he had it changed. I answered him 
that the declaration of the 4merican interrogating office was sufficient 
for me, that the term would be used correctly. 

DR» LATERNSER; Mr President, can we now have a recess of ten 
minutes. 
(Recess) 

BY DR LATERNSER; 

Q You said the following in affidevit No, 1, second raragrarhs"Specialized 
military matters of responsibility of three branches of the armed forces 


subordinate the commander in chief of armed forces, that is to sey, the Arny, 


Navy and Air Forces?* You only mention Navy and Air Forces here. Weren't 


also the Einsatz Croup anc Einsatz Command, the SIPO and the SD under the come 
mand of military commanders? 

A Noe 

Q The Qartemmaster General Wagner told you that in his verbal cone- 
ference with Heydrich they decided upon the ultimate plans of the so called 
Einsatz Group, end of their activity down to the last detail, including 


the mass exterminations? 
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15-1600 
Halder 

DR. KEMPNERs I object to the question because that bas nothing to 
do with this affidavit. We are only concerned with this affidavit, end I sube 
mit his question should be stricken from the record. 

DR. LATERNSERs The witness speaks only of subordinates here, 
only of the Army, Navy and 4ir Forces. The »rosecution claims that the 
Einsatz group and the SD were under the command of the military in the 
military areas, and the defense does not agree with thet, and, therefore, 
the witness should have a chance to give his statenent on that, 

MR. MeILWRAITH; Mixx Where does the term "SD" come into this? 

DR. LATERNSER, The witness talks as of the subordinates of the 
Arny, Navy and Air Corps. Does that meen anything about the SD, if so, 
therefore, it xtg is my duty to find out whether the affidavit is complete, 
end if the affidavit is correct mkt that is what I went, but if that is cut of 
this questioning than the statement is correct. However, if the SD was 
under the Army jurisdiction then the affidavit is not rek correct. 

DR. KPMPNER, The defense counsel had emple opportunity to 
ask the witness about this and he did. We spent hours and hours with other 
generals on this topic, and the defense counsel was advised to adhere to 
this effidavit and do nothing else, and he talks right now about =m murder, 
whether the SD has murdered, and not about any question which had to do with 
the effidavit,. 

MRe MgILWRAITN; Dr. Laternser, I don*t think you may ask that 
question. 


BY DR. LATERNSERs 


Q Did you give all the wits active in military field that designation, 


when you say that the Army, Navy and Air Corps were under the commander in 
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chief of the armed forces? 

å I believe so, yes. 

Q It says in the affidavit No. 1 in the middle of the page, I quote: 
"Plans for military operations and so forth." How @id you use the word 
"plans" in this connection? 

A In the same sense as it is used in the Gernan military language. 
One speaks of plan operations, the planning stage of its it speaks of the 
attack plen, or plan of e regiment, or a battalion to ettack, in that term 


I had spoken. 


Q Did you yourself prepare, make or submit any plans for actual use, 


I mean plans of your own yourself? 

A I got the order from my commander in chief, who in turn recrived his 
order from the KW, or work out, or have wrked out by their staff the 
leadership plan, or technical leadership plans, and at times wrked on it 
ny self. 

Q ‘hen for the first time aid you hear of the discussion of the 5th 
November 1937? 

MRe MoLLWRAITH; But there is no mention of that in this affidavit. 
DR. LATUANSER, I want to point out to you, Mr. Commissioner, on 
the first page at the vottom of it, the second to the last sentence, where 
it says the example of such meeting is of a speech by Hitler, or the commander 
in chief August 1939; that is one of the rea°ings which the general an- 
nounced, and amoung the same meetings is the one of 5 November 1937, of which 


the general are also accused, and which can very easily be brought within 


this line of questioning. 
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MRe McILWRAITH; You can confine yourself to August 22, 1939. 
BY DR. LATERNSER,; 
Q When 41d you hear of the plan which was announced to the commander 
in chief on 5 November 1937? 
MR. McILWRAITH; You say now ask that question, 
BY DR. LATERNSER,; 
Q I now refer to the middle of page 1 for this cuestioning, where 


they speak of plens for the military operations for the German Armed forces. 


‘The plan of which the general staff is also accused, and was submitted to 


the commander in chief on 5 November 1937% 

MR, McILWRATTHs If you put the question in the form "What was the 
date of the plan for military operations referred to in the affidavit," you 
may ask it, 

DRe LATERNSERs 
the 
Q Was that/plan, or the plan which had as its basis the discusston of 
5 November 1937? 
A Noe 
Q Dié your predecessor,Colonel General Beck, tell you when you took 
over t his position of any such meeting in November 1937? 

DR. KEMPNENs: We object again to this question. It has nothing 
to do with the affidavit. The affidavit speaks of plans in general, and not 
about any specific plans, 

WR. McILMRAITH; ‘he witness has stated that the plan announced 


by Hitler on 5 November 1937 was not one of the plans referred to in his 


affidavit, and therefore, no other question should be asked about 5th November 


1937-6 
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BY DR o LATERNSER ; 
Ø Do you know if there was a plan for occupation of Austria? 
A I don't know of any plans for the occupation, but only a plan for 


a guarding of the Gorman torders towards Austria. 


Q Do you know of any further questions after the Sudeten question had 


been settled? 
DR. KEMPNER; We object agein to this continued line of asking 
questions which are not covered by the affidavit. The affidavit does not 
say anything about Austria, or about Czechoslovakia, and it was very clear and 
outstanding about the accusations ennounced, and in other countries, when 
we had five or six witnesses under duscussich the whole winter, and we did 
it in days and @ays and ayse We agreed to the cross examination in 
these affidavits, which is a very strong topis, and we considered it in 
admissible in this stage of the Commissioner's hearing in opeing the 
avenue for cross examination for days an ays of these gitnesses. 
MR, McILWRAITHs If you really want to find out whet are the plans 
for military operaticns to which the vitness refers, you must ask hin. 
You mst not frame your question to ask him whether he does or does not 
know of the varios stands that m you are mking. 
BY Di. LATEXNSER: - 
Q What plans of military operations were available x after the Seðutan 
question had been settled? 
A There were neither plans nor any preparation of them. In fact in 
December 1938 it was when the ŒW sent out an mm order saying that all milie 
tary planning had to cease, and that the Army having concerned itself with the 


training further of its troops. 
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MRe McILURAITH; Don't you think you have done encugh with this 
affidavit now? 
DR. LATERNSER; I can say that I will be finished very shortly, 
Q Did you as commander in chief of the army make any steps in the year 
of 1939 in oomtex order to warn Hitler of a possible war, I refer in this respect 
to the third paragraph of the affidavit number 1, page 1l, the last part of 
that paragraph which states, "Which were to be undertaken by troops." 
A I told my commender in chief repeatedly of my thourhts, or my ideas, 


I never had any talk with Hitler, These thoughts evidently were the result 


say 
I would like to Af of a talk with Sir Henderson. ‘The commander in chief of 


the army brought this to the attention of Hitler according to my request. 

ie RAPP: Mr. Commissioner, in that respect I would like to 
point out that this kind of questioning does not read entirely from the 
ag affidavit, and I would kindly ask you agnin to instruct the counsel to 
confine himself to the mjukj subject matter. 

MRe MeILWRAITH; I don't see how this is connected up in any way 
with the affidavit, but perhaps you cen explain it. 

DR. IATERNSER; The "General Staff? is accused with a plan of 
carrying out plans, and the affidavit of the witness seemingly verifies 
this, that such plans were made and carried out. Now if I ask the witness 
whether he warned anybody of this proposed possible war, then this question 
is directly commected with this affidavit, because the possible answering 
of this question will show the opposite in this proof, 

MR, MCILWRAITHs Well, I understand that, and we have heard the 


answer, Now continue with the next questione 
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BY DR. LATERNSER:s 
Q How did your conmander-inechief of the army warn of the injury of neutrality 
of Belgium and Holland after you heard that Hitler wanted to start the war arainst 
the Western Powers through an attack against France? 
A I pointed out my opposition to the commander-inechief of the army anê I 
believe that he went to Hitler with these objections the end of September 1939. 
COMMISSIONER McILARAITHs I think you are mistaken in thinking these 
answers are of importance, I agree that they are relevant but I don't think they 
are of any importancee 
Q When, as Commander-in-Chief of the General Steff of the Army did you hear 
the first time of the proposed attack on Russia anā when did you start with the 
planning or preparation? 
DRe KEMPNER; I respectfully submit that this is outside the defined topic 
of this affidavit and the defined purpose of this examination whether this afficavit 


is correct or note 


COMMISSIONER MeILWRAITH; Dr, Laternser, that question cannot be allowede 


This affidavit is directed at showing the organization of the High Command. 

DR. LATERNSER; The reason for this affidavit is not just to show the 
chart of the High Command tut also to show its activity especially also the planning 
and preperation of varse In the middle of the first page it states the sentence 
which I have elready quoted: "They actually did prepare’ for any such operations as 
were to be undertaken,” If I ask him, the at that time Chief of Staff of the Army, 
when he heard of the plan to attack Russia, then the answer to this question is 
right in the middle of this theme. 

COMMISSIONER McILWRAITH; well, let him give as brief an answer as possible. 


` 


A The first evidence of a possible militery conflict I received the beginning 


of August 19h0. First orders in the form of verbal decrees and orders I received, 





a ug 


if I remenbder correctly, in September of 19406 

COMMISSIONER MeILWRAITHs You were not asked th ate Will you confine your- 
self to answering the question. You have answered the question. Now. Dr. Laternser, 
will you continue, snd keep it shor? 
BY DR. LATERNSERs 

Q When did you start with the preparations. Did you have maps in the General 
Steff of the Army et that time. 

A Not in Aucust 1940» We started with the status the end of August enc then, 
after the Order had been received, in September 1940. 

Q Were there any objections against the preparation of this paan by you? 

A When the Commanding Chief of the Army told me of this proposed attack for the 
first time I did object to it quite emphaticallye 

Q Did you bring out any objections later on during military meetings with 
Hitler? 

A On the 3rd or 4th of February 19,1 the military counter objections were 
submitted to Hitler. 

Q When a military leader objected to a certain plan could he show his objection 
by retiring? 

MR. RAPP; Mr. Commissioner, we would like to point out thet this is not a 
school for tactical instructionse I believe that this cuestion is entirely irrelevant, 
thet the opinion of the individual is asked for, and that we should again try to 
confine ourselves to the affidavite 

COMMISSIONER MgILWRAITH; I don’t think that question is a relevant one, 
Dr. Laterngere 


DRe LATERNSER; May I say a few words in this respect? 


COMMISSIONER McILWRAITH; Yes, but please keep it short. You are wasting 


too much time. 
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DR. LATERNSER; In his affidavit the witness has stated that there were 
plans being prepared and carried oute This statement has been used by the prosecution 
in the charge against the General Staff. When I asked the witness now whether a 
military commander could protest against such plans by resigning from his office I 
should like to have the opinion of the witness in this respect. 

COMMISSIONER MeILWRAITHs; No doubt you would like to have a lot of things 
from this witness, Dr. Laternser, but the object of this procedure is for him to set 
down in an affidavit a fe things on a particular subject and you must confine your 
crossecxamination to what he has set Come 

DRe LATNSERs In putting this question I should like to prove that on the 
contrary attempts were made at raising objections against the carrying out of such 
orderse 

COMMISSIONER MeILWRAITH; I don’t know what you meane 

DR. LATERNSER; When I put this question I am trying to prove that it was 
impossible to protest against such plans by giving one?’ sresignation. 

COMMISSIONER MelLWRAITi: That isn't one of the matters that this witness 
has been called to pxu prove». Twenty-one defendants before the Tribunal have àll said 
that they could not resign. This witness is here to give evidence only as set out 
in his affidavit. Will you please confine yourself to cross-examining on that 
affidavit. 


BY DR. LATERNSERs 


Q I have another question as regards affidavit Noe 6, Witness, I should like 


to ask you the following question: In this statement you say that the Deputy Chief 
of the Leadership Corps of the Armed Forces was competent for the draft of strategic 
plans. I now ask you is that correct and did the position of the Deputy Chief of 


the Armed Forces exactly correspond to what you have stated here? 





PZ.. 

A May I first answer the second part of the question? The position of the 
Deputy Chief of the Leader Staff of the Armed Forces is in no proportion whatever 
to the other services mentioned in this statement. It is of much less importance e 
As regards strategic piam plans, I have used the word the “drafting® of strategic plans 
("ausarbeitung.) The competent agency in this respect is the office which makes 
out the orders in detail and passes them on. As far as I can remember the drafts 
in most cases were made by Jodl himself, at least as long as I was in office. 

DRe LATERNSER; I have no further questions. 

COMMISSIONER McILWRAITH; Any reeexamination? 

REE XAMINATION 
BY Dk. KEMPHER; 
Q Herr General Oberst, you know Captain Rapp, don’t you? 

I have seen him several times. 
Is he this genthlmen here in civilian clothes? 
Yes, I think so. 
How many times had you conversations with him - approximately? 
I can't give any exact m number tut I think it was three or four timese 
These were long and friendly conversations, is that correct? 
Yes, long conversationse 

Q Did these affidavits constitute the result of these conversations as regards 
the points mentioned in here? 

A I suppose that they are partly the result of the conversations that T hed 
with Captain Rapp. 


Q Had you the opportunity of making any corrections in these affidavits? 
A Yese 


N 


IL 


H1076- 





— INE 


H1076-008: 


Q You made use of this opportunity in Affidavit No. 1 for about four times, 
do your remember that? 

A I can remenber as regards the first drafts or at least the first draft that 
I made corrections in every lines if there were three or four dozen of lines it 


will probably be that there were more than four corrections. 


Q And you have made æ four corrections on the last one as I can see from the 
marginal remarks. 

A I can’t remember that. 

Q May I ask you whether this is your signed NH "H?" 

(Document is shom to witness.) 

A Yes it is. 

Q Do y$ you think that after all these corrections this affidavit is correct 
and you have maintained its correctness under cath? Is that so? 

DRe LATERNSER; I object. It cannot yet be stated whether the result is 
correct. The witness must first be questioned in this respect. It was exactly the 
same case vhen I was interrupted when I asked with respect to a wrong chart? 

DR. KEMPNER; I will reframe the questione 

Q Is the affidavit which you gave at that time correct, or is it not? 
A Together with corrections and explanations which I gave to Captain Rapp 
I maintain the correctness tut without them it leads certainly to a misunderstanding. 
COMMISSIONER MeILWRAITH; Are you talking about the chart or the affidavit? 


A In particular about the chart. 


DR. KEMPNER; I had not asked you about the whurts chart. I ask you if 


Affidavit Noe 1 is correct? 


A I cannot separate the chart x from the affidavit as it constitutes a part of 


the affidavit. 


COMMISSIONER MceILWRAITH; I think you can separate them. The chart is 
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referred to only in the last three lines of the affidavit. 
A The text refers to the chart several times. 
MRe RAPP; Mr. Commissioner, direct reference to the “attached chart" is 
made in the last line of the affidavit. 
COMMISSIONER MeILIRAITH; Is not that the only reference? 
MRe RAPP; Yes. 
COMMISSIONER MeILWRAITH, Well now, witness, will you answer the question 
whether the affidavit, apart from the chart, is correct or not? 
A In so far as it does not refer to the chart I think it is correct. 
De KEMPNERs Do you know that only the last paragraph refers to the 
chart which is attached? 
COMMISSIONER MgILWRAITH; Surely we have finished with this subject now. 
BY Dike KEMFNER3 
Q Now something else. We read in the last pragraph of the affidavit: "This 
was, in effect, the General Staff and High Command of the German Armed Forces." Do 
you remeiaber that it maa= was at your initiative that the words "in effect" were put 
before the words "the General Staff and High Command?” 
A I can't remember exactly. It may be the words "in effect" replaced another 
word at my initiative but I can't remember exactly. 
Q Or that there was nothing at all replaced by the words "in effect?" 
A I can't remember. Anyway, if I put these words in it was my intention to 


Clarify the sentence. 


Q Now we come to the chart. This chart has never been used as such but only 


in connection with the affidavit. That is why I ask you km if the following statement 
in your affidavit is correct and I quotes "The composition of this group and the 


relationship of its memberst to each other were as shown in the attached charte" 


Is that correct? 
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A TI have already said that the relationship of its members to each other 


cannot be understood fran this chart and from the lines of this chart without any 


further explanatione 


But together with these explanations it is correct, isn't it? 


I have never laid dom the explanations which I gove to Captain Rapp at thet 


that I cannot remember them exactly risht nowe 
COMMISSIONER MeILYRAITH; But you weren't asked that. You were asked a 


question which you answered about an hour apoe--"Without further explanation is 


this chert correct" 


A Jes. 


DRe KEMPNER; That is all. 


and your answere was "No" snd I presume it is still the same? 


COMMISSIONER MeIL RAITH; The witness may retire. 


(The Commi ss ion adjourned at 1645 hours.) 
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OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT OF TESTIMONY FOR THE DEFENSE 
OF ORGANIZATIONS, TAKEN BEFORE A COMMISSION APPOINTED 
BY THE INTERNATIONAL MILITARY TRIBUNAL PURSUANT TO 
PARAGUACE 4 OF THE ORDER OF THE TRIBUNAL DATED 
13 MARCH 1946, 

26 July 1946. 


(THE COMMISSION CONVENED AT 1400. HOURS) 


' IMI, SSI NER: 


Mr. I. De MeIlwraith. 


THE Oke. 


— ee — 


GENERAL FRANZ HALDER, a witness, took the stand 
THE COMMISSIONER: Raise you richt hand and repeat this oath after mes 

I swear by God, the Almicht and Omhiscient, that I will speak the pure 
truth and will withhold and add nothine. 

(The witness repeated the 

THE COMMISSIONER ou may be seated. 
Dr. Laternser, have you opy of the affidavit? 

DR. LiTERNSER: I need the affidavits during my interrogation as I want 

witness the affidavits at the time 
MCILTRAITH: Very well. 


ANDAI hey wer AT 
VINOD HALL INATION 


— — —— — — 


Colonel Gener: 


ihat position did you hold in the Gorman army == thet is curing the 
Sart of your activities? 


TY? 


XX, KEMPNERs I object very strongly to this line of examination. It was 


understood very clearly ard was repeated at least fifty times in this commissi: 


and in the court room that the cross examinati on be limited to the affidavit. 
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know what kind of jobs Goncrnl Halder had, we are here for the purpose 


ing whether it is right or not, or whether 


examining the affidavit, seeing 


perjured himself. That is the only issue at stake heros 


DR. LATERNSERs I believe that I can ask a few questions hofore the 
actual interrogation. I belicve that I am acting the samc as the cution 
the crossecxmining body. My idea cən be 


has acted when it was the 


us through the transcriptse 


have never had this kind of an interroration on 


— —* 
RTNER: Ic 


sort of an affidavit. Th counsel is entirely mistaken 


ra] 


ning lasting no longer than 


MCIL.RATTH: 
he witness and his qualifications, but 


to establish 


for a few moments. 


TPS GD 


Li. TERNSERs 


your last position? 


The chief of the General Staff of the 


Since when wore you arrested? 


Dr. Laternser, will you put the affidavit to him’ 


of this we need. 


One further personal question. 


in a concentration camn? 


Becnuse of my opposition to 


you made two affidavits; one affidnvit Noe le USA I xhibit 


531 and Affidavit Noe 6, USA Exhibit would like to ask why composed 


these declarations. 
These affidavits were composed by an American interroeation »fficcr. 
We I had the chance to change the texte 


I beliove his name wis Captain Rey 
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“id you make many changes? 
ite Yes, if I romember correctly there werd two or maybe three crafts. 


draft always hac the previous changes in it. 


iere these drafts, which were read before you, understandable or 


The first draft woro erommatically German and hardly understandable. 
KEMPNER: objec" o th line of questioning. These so-called 
drafts are not in evidences. Jc cannot sec them and wo cannot ask someone 
these drafts, which are not available. 
MCIL/RGITH: Dr, Laternscr, what is the object of these questions? 
LLTERNSFR; I want to show by this interrogation that it is imp 
composede Those questions are absolutely imrortant, 
especially since these affidavits arc part of the indictment of the prosecue- 
against the circle of 
It is for m questions are important 
t understand whet the implicaticns cf the questio might be. 
nu want to a him. 


what 
or what it 


clear the vari>ous facts. 
on this affidavit, Noe id you roint out that 
this sketch was not 


gator that throuch these connecting lines, it is 


Yt wrong nnections could be drawn from this chart, ospeckally 


the matter of subordination was virtually not understandable from this 
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“hat wore you told after this objection ^af yours was male? 

ie I was told that thero was no misunderstanding, sinco tho mttcr of 

subordination was known and that this manner of drawing a sketch was th 
sual manner uscd in tho imorican Armye 

Qe Colonel General, I ask you to look at this sketch ane tell the court 
what is wrons with it? 

Di. KEMFNER: Tho defense counsel is suggesting that the 
Something is wrong with the skotche The witness said vory Clearly in 
ond also the translation in English stated that there are cortain lincs which 
could be misunderstood. I object to the questioning along the line t 

that something in the sketch is Wronte 
MR. MCILVRAITH: Yill you amend your question, Dr. Laternscr 
is not understandable? 


MED WTA 


aL IERNSER: I think tho question which I vut is 


not quite correct or could be m n“crstood in this sketch? 
have to object continuously. 
MMe. MCILIR 4 am sorry you are doing it too. 
o object in order to clarify the »rocedure. The 
defonse cx scl p ie questi nda the 
t put the question: 

defense counsel said "what was misunderstood" 
be misundorstox This is a big difference. 

MR. MCILVRAITH: "itness, will you answer the question 
Laternsere ihat could be misunderstood in this skctch? 


THE “ITNESS: It could be misunderstood 


by the connoctinz lines botwecn 


and Keitel anl the same applies to the lines between Keitel, 


Gocring and Brauchitsche For another example, the lines 


various commanders in chief of the army groupse Even th 


always the same, tho matter of subordination is always different. or instance, 
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Brauchitsch, Raeder anè Gocring werc never under Keitel just like all the 


comman“ers in chief cf the army groups were never under me, but rather the 
Commander in Chief of the army, Von Brauchitsch, In other words, relations 


varied as shown in the sketch by similar lines and that cold be misunder- 


te General, if you wero a military authority that was not informed of 
the actual facts within this group or command, what would you think if this 
chart was presented to you? “ould you think in the first place that this was 
the sketch of th nin of command within the forces? 
German point of view, then this sketch 
heso people are subordinated to each other in the relation- 
pesitions on the sketch according to the linese I was told, whon 


out this fact the interrozating officer 
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thot the manner of subordination was not what they were concerned with 
and this was the mmner of doing things in the Austrian army- 

MR. MCIL\RAITH: You havo already said this. Did you initial this 
sketch after your objections? 

THE WITNESS: I was assured by the interrogation officer that there 
could be no such misunderstanding since tho chain of comand was already 
quite well know. 

IR. MCILWRAITH: That is the third time you have said that, but 
have not yet answered my questions 

TIE WITNESS: After the declaration of the American officor, I signed 
the skotche 

Die LATERNSER: In other words on this sketch should be shown, cy 
though it is not marked on it, the channels within this orgonizatione 


"channol” was usod at that timce 


THE wITNESS: The word 
Li TERNSER: 
I wohld like to ask you onco again D0} she loft sito of this 
drawinge Would you look and tell mo if it is correct that thoorccrs wont 


4 


from the Commander in Chiof of the Army over to tho Chief of the Yoncral 


Start. You then cold examine them andindependently pass on these orders 
to the Commanders in Chicf of tho arny groups? 

A No, the commander in ehicf of tho army used the offices of 
Gonural Staff and then the ordors wont to the ficld army. This of fice 
issucd his ordors. 

Q If the offico of the chiof of tho General Staff was only t 
on this information, thon this skotch, ovon though it is only supposad to 
show the channels of order, should not show tho office of tho Chicf -f tho 


Goncral Staff. 


A 


A Wot as an independent office like the offioo of the Commenucr in 
“hiof of the Arnye 

Q In other words, tho chain of ordors was thet thu ordors 
the Commandor in Chicf of tho Army Ciroctlytc the commandors in chiof of 


tho arny groups? 


A Tho Commander in Chiof of the army and his staff. This group wns 


called by us the OKH = tho high command of tho army and from that office the 


BONA 


v/o 
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the chonnel wont down directly to the comacndors in chief of tho army groupSe 


Q Tho chonnol order is also not correct in this sketch in othor words? 


A Tho corwaander in chicf of tho army informed me of his decisions 
and I and my staff had to work thom out, thorefore, there actually was such 
a channel as is designated on the drawing. 

Q But, you in your position as chicf of the goneral staff did not 
pass on these ordors, they wore handed to you by the Commander in Vhicf 
of the Armye 

A No, OKH, the high camand of the army. 

Re MCILWRAITHs You have cleared this up sufficiently, Dr» Latornscr, 
your point is quite clear, 

DRe LATERNSERs I will finish prottysoon, Sire I have two or three 
more questions in this connection and will come to my final pointe 

Don't you think it would have bem botter if the commander in chief 
of tho army and chicf of the gconoral staff of the army would have boon put 
into one box, or instanco, if tho comandor in chicf of the army would 

and the office of tho commander 
in chiof of tho army on tho right sido of the box and one line should have 
gone dowm through the ontiro ‘box and named tho OKH = the high command of 
the arny? 

THE WITNESS: This qucstion was considered and I ovon spoko about it to 

po, but I did not want this form ofskotch because it also is 


not corrocte Tho chief of tho general staff of tho army is only one 


© 
person and he togothor with the cormandors in chief of the armios forms the 
OXH = the high comuand of the amye 
BY De LiTERNSER: 
Q Thon the right box should have boon divided again and one of the 
parts should have been given to the chiof of the goneral staff of tho arny.e 
4, I think that would have beon out of the framework of tho sketch 
that was wanted. It would not have boon the correct sketch and I gave 
to Captain Rapp at that time two sketches of the OKH, whichI made up to 


the best of my ability and whioh oxactly showed the functions of theOKH 


~ the high command of tho armye He had all of that mtoriale 
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Q Colonel General, you admit that this drawing, even though it is 
only suppcs od to show the channol of orders, could be misundcorstood? 

A Yose 

Q I ask you now is this drawing not quito cor-cet, as it is only 
Suppdasoc to show the chain of command? 

A Without the verbal explanation, it does not give quito a clocar 
picturce 

Q To a military observer, what would.this sketch mean to show beside 
the chain of command-and the business channols? 

The matter of subordinatione 

That would have been the chain of-commmd, nothing else? 

I con hardly imagine anything olsoe 

If, as you. state, this skotch is not quite correct in showin’: the 
chain of comnand, you also stated yourself that the sketch is not quise 
correct in showing the bisiness channels and if you state that there is 

ing else you can draw from this eketch, thon one would say that the 

skoten itselfis nut correct? 

& think that it could be right in: connection with the verbal 
explanations which wero given at that timc, 

Q But, it would not bo correct if the verbal explanations v: 
attachod to this sketch? 

Å Tho skotch was correet with tho verbal explanations which = gavo 
to the interrogating officer. “chat uso he made of this, I do not know and 
I did not know if he treated it with or without the at achest explanations. 

IM. lICIL.RAITH! You have not answered the question as yote Yo: 


have stated that tho sketch is correct with tho verbal explanation, ‘oes it 


follow that it is incorrect without the verbal oxplanations? That y 


the question, 


"HE “TTiNac. - ; inl j i 
THE WITNESS: Yos, it might lead.to misunderstanding without tho 
Vorbal ex» lanatiow.s, 


BY Dis LTERNSER: 


Q Gencr'al, wuld you draw tho skotch hike this again. 


È: : : s > : . 
If *it would not just bo for tho information af tho intorr sating 


AN A 
WOOL 
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officer anà if it would be usod without my explanation, thon I would note 
Q That willbo all for this points 
MCIL.RAITHs Is that all tho quostioning you desire of this witness! 
LATERNSER: No, ¿nly on this pointe 
ID ILWRAITH: Do you prefer to have reeexamination on this point 
or to havo all the questions fini snod. 
DRe KEMPNER: I think it wuld be a good idea if I could ro-oxomno 
on this one pointe 
Me MCIL.URAITH: Very woll, go ahoade 
LATERNSER: Mre Commissioner, I ask you not o deviate from tho 
procedure which was used up to now ond that is that the cross exanination 
be made and closed in ono complete oxaminatione 
IRe MCILRAITH: Dr, Laternsor, you invited me to let the prosecution 
ro-oxomine because you finishod with that pointe I asked if that 


> 


you had to ask and you said only on that pointe If you 


cross oxamine tho witness on other points, do so, 


say that I don't want the valuo of 
any smaller by questions in botwoon by 
like to insist that tho mlos wo havo followed 
now be followed, 
you who intorrupting yourself, Continuo. 
LATERUSER I will this question, I recall the statoment 
concerning this pointe 
want to ask any questions, I only want to mako 
c statement on behalf of the United Statos, 
lie MCIL.RAITHs | tho time to do it, now Dr. Latornsor 
says he wants to 


BY DR. LATERNSER: 


Q In your “ffidavit Noe l, you uso tho words "group" fonr timos. 


Doos this oxprossior "croup" como from you? 


NMa e: è e . 
No, It was contained in a toxt and the text was changed several 


44,71 


timos and I left it in tho toxte 
id r : t : : : : : 
Q Did you use this word "sroup" in a similar connection proviously 


Zn 
DOU 
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æ that you regarded the military leaders as a groupe 
A Now 

Q ikt was tho sonso, tho moaning, which you gavo this word at 
time you signod the statement? 

A I did not havo any thoughts about this word groupe Itwas 7 
anothor way of saying numbers 

Q Did you mean several Genorals or did you mem a 
of generals, which wero connected closely for a specific reason? 

number of gonerals who may be designated as the leading 


gonoralse 


Q Tho prosecution now afterwards explains this word "group" in such 


a way as if there had beon a closed group or organization of the military 


leaderse Was thoro ever any such organizational group? 


No e 


DRe KEMPNER: I object against this questione We novor said 
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there was such an organization groupe 

MRe MCIDJRAITH: It is a perfectly proper questione Go ahead, Dre 
Latcrnscr. 

DRe LiTERNSER: In the last paragraph of Affidavit 1 in the first 
sentence you state the following, and I quote: "The composition of this 
group in the relationship of its members to each other is as shown on the 
attached charte" hat do you mean by "in the relationship to cach other?! 

THE WITNESS: By that I mean whether these officers were under equal 
authority or under the authority of other officerse 

Q In the affidavit Noe l you state in the middle of the first page, 
I quote: "These officers exercise such supervision in their official 
capacity, and by virtue of their training with opposition in their mutual 
contactsSe" hat do you mean by "mutual contactse'" Were there any special 
relations? 

A The same as is meant as in relathonship to each other in the last 


paragraphe There were no other relationse 


Q That is if you dns consider the comradeship contact? 


A Those are matters of fact in every arnye 


The last paragraph in that affidavit you state, and I quote: "This 
was in cffect the gencral steff, and high command of the German Army forces," 
From whom did this expression come "In effect the general staff}? 

Å This was the draft which was submitted to me by Captain Rappe 

Q But you left it in that offidavite What was the meaning you gave 
this sertence, or this wording at the time when you signed it? 

A The reason why I did not make any changes even though I did have the 
pessibility was as follows: Now the words "General Staff" æmong others 
and os it is understood in the German Arny is different from in the Allied 
Arny, and in those armies where the commander in chief at the same time is 
chief cf the General Staff,the General Staff is considered a goup of 
leadingcormanding gencrals, In the German Army the General Staff is 
virtually a group of aides which work especially inthe operational and 
organigational staff. I believe that in the American Army it is called the 
third office or the third echelon, In both cases, in other words, it is 


entirely a different meaning, a "General Staffe" I was especially entrusted 
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in showing that this was a technical military leadership -= an actual nilitary 
leadership, and that so far as I know is designated 2s "General Staff in the 
American Aymye In order tc prevent any misunderstanding betvcen the German 
General Staff, it was a purely technical aid group, and the American Hilitary 
Army the General Staff is considered the actual milit-ry leadershipe 

In order to prevent any such misunderstanding I consider the verdict -f 
Captain Rapp the best. That is why I left it that waye I was in adcition 
having the thought that this affidavit was to explain orto clarify these 
matters for the American Ariye 

Q In other words, you wanted to use the military terminology of the 
American Army forces in this case? 

te Yose 

Q And you did not mean the words "General Staff" as in a German 

A Noe 

Q Would you use the words "General Staff" in this connection aga `n: 

4. For a German reader, no, but for an American reader to whom it 
given I would not have any hesitation whatsoever, 

Q And if you knew that the results would be that the higher German 
General leaders would have combined under this term "Generd Staff" and if 
this term used by you wouldbe used mistakingly, would you use it aga'n? 

MRe MCIDYRAITH: What is the answer? 

THE WITNESS: I can say this, on this occasion the words "General Staff! 
was used by the opposition all during the entire war, and, therefore, could 
not have been brought about by my affidavite 
BY DRe L.TERNSER: 

Q The two affidavits, one and two, the second onebeing made by Fisld 
Marshal. Brauchitsch are exactly in the sane wording, word for word, with the 
exception of the last paragraphe Can you give me anexplanation for tis 
exact wording? 

+. I suppose that after a series of interrogations a draft of the 
results was laid before Field Marshal Brauchitsch and myself. Ficld Marshal 
Brauchitsch evidently objected to the wording in the last paragraph, and haz 
something changed while I did not do thate 


Q Did you talk to Field Marshal Brauchitsch c “eerning this last 
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paragraph, and his objection to it? 

ð He told me after both he and I had signed it that he had objected to 
the term in effect of "Gencral Staff" and that he had it changed. I answered 
hin that the declaration of the American interrogating officer was sufficient 
for mc, that the term would be used correctlye 

DRe LiTERNSSR: lire President, can we now have arecess of ten minutes. 


(Recess ) 


Q You said the following in affidavit Noe 1, second paragraph: 
"Specialized military matters of responsibility of three branches of the 
armed forces subordinate the commander in chief of armed forces, that is to 

ay, the Army, Navy and Air Forces?" You only mention Navy and wir Forces 
herce Weren'; also the Einsatz Group and Einsatz Command, the SIPO and the 
SD, under the command of military commanders? 

A NO» 

Q The Quartermaster Gencral Wagner told you that in his verbal conferenc: 
with Heydrich they decided upon the ultimate plans of the socalled Einsatz 
Group, and of their activity dom to the last detail, including the mass 
externinati ons? 

ect to the question because that has ncthing to 
We are only concerned with this affidavit, and I 
Should bo stricken from the recorde 
The vitne speaks only of subordinates here, only of 
the dry, Navy and Air Foreese The prosecution claims that the Einsatz 
group and the SD wer under the command of the military in the military 
anc. the defense dees not agree with that, and, therefore, the witness 
should have a chance to give his statement on thate 
iRe MCIUIRAITH: Where docs the "sp" come into this affidavit? 


DRe LiTERNSER: The witness talks as of the subordinates of the Arny, 


Navy md Air Corpse Does that mean anything about thesp, if S0, therefore, 


it is ny duty to find out whether the affidavit is complete, and if the 
affidavit is correct that is what I want, but if that is cut of this 


uesticning then the statement is correct. However, if the SD was under the 


Ary jurisdiction then the affidavit is not correct. 


RAO 
VVO 
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DRe KEMPNER: The defense counsel had ample opportunity to ask the 
witness about this and he dide We spent hours and hours with other zenerals 
on this topic, and the defense counsel was advised to adhere to this 
affidavit and do nothing else, and he talks right now d-ut murder, whether 


the SDhas murdered, and not about any question which has to do with the 


WMRe MCIDJRAITH: Dre Laternser, I don't think you may ask that questione 
BY DRe LATERNSER: 

Q Did you give all the units active in the military field that 
designation, when you say that the Army , Navy and Air Corps were undor 
the commander in chief cf the armed forces? 

A I believe so, yesə 

Q It says in the affidavit Noe l inthe middle of the page, I quotes 
"Plans for military operations and so forthe" How did you use the word 
"plans" in this connection? 

A In the same sense as it is used in the German military langv>: 
speaks of planned cperations, the planning stage of it; it speaks 
attack plan, or plan of a regiment, or a battalion to attack, in that 
I had spokene 

Q Did you yourself prepare, make or submit my plans for actual use, 
I mean plans of your own yourself? 

A I got the order from my commander in chief, who in turn received 
his order from the OKW, to work out, or have worked out by their st 
leadership plan, or technical leadership plan, and at times worked on it 
nysclft. 

Q Then for the first time did you hear of the discussion of the 5th 
November 1937? 

IRe MCIL RAITH: But there is no mention of that in this affidavit. 

DRe LiTERNSER: I want to point out to you, Mre Commissioecr, n the 
first page at the bottom of it, the second to the last sentence, whore it 


Says the cxampje of such meeting is of a speech by Hitler, or the commander 


in chief on 22nd August 19393; that is one of the meetings which tr- general 


announced, and among the same meetings is the one of 5 November 1937 » of whic 
the general are also accused, and which can very easily be brought within 


this line of questioninge 
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-CILVRAITH: You must confine yoursclf to 4ugust 22, 


LI. TERNSIR: 

2 When did you hear of the plan which was announced tc 
the cormandor in chicf on 5 Novonbor 1937? 

MR. WCILWRAITE: You may not csk thet question. 

now rofer to tho middlo cf page 1 for this quostionin; 
where thoy spoalk of plans for the militcry operations for the 
Gorron «med fercos, Tho plan of which the gonorcl st-ff is 
&lso accused, «nd was subnittcd to the cormondor in chicf on 
5 Novonbor 1937? 
MOILURLITH:. If ycu put tho quostion in the form, "What 

was tho dato of tho plan for militcry oporations roforrod to 
in tho affidavit," you 


BY DR, LATERNSER: 


Was thet tho plan , or tho plan which hadias its basis 


the discussion of 5 November 1937? 


Q Did your predocossor, Yolonel Gonorel Bock, toll you 
when you took over his position of any such nooting in Novoribor 
19372 

Wo object again to this question, It has 
nething tc do with the affid-vit. 
plone in general, and not cbout any spocific plans, 

mk. MCILWRITE; The witness has stated that tho plan 
cnnounced by Hitler on 5 Nevember 1937 was not one of tho plans 
reforred to in his affidavit, and therefore, no other question 
should be asked about Sth Novenmbor 1937. 

BY DR, LJ. TERNSE 


Do you know if there was a plan for occupation of 


I don't know of any plans for the occupation, but only 


plan for a guording of the German borders towards Austria. 
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Q Do you know of any further plans after the Sudetan 
question had boon scttled? 
DR. KEMPNER: We object again to this continucd lino of 
asking questions which are net covered by the affid pvit. The 
ffidavit does not say anything about Austria, cr about Czecho- 


slovakia, and it was very clecr cnd outstanding about the accusa- 


tions cnnounced, and countries, when wo hod five or six 


witnesses undor discuss th. whole wit and we did it 
excniination in 


4 we considered 


opening the avenue for cross oxanination for dcy 
these witnesses. 

MR. MCILWRAITH: If you rocally went to find cut what ife 
the plans for nilitcry oporations to which the witnoss rofors 
in his affidavit you rust ask him. You rust not framo your 
question to ask him whether ho docs or does not know 
picns. 

BY DR, LATERNSE 
Q What plans of military operations were nvzilĘ 
the Sceduten quostion 
Moro wore noithor plens ner any prepsration of tl on. 
in December 1938 it was when tho OKW sont out 
planning had to al and that tho 
concerned itsolf with the training further of 
troops, 

MR. MCILWRLITH: Don't you think you havo done enough with 
this affidavit now? 

DR, LATERNSER: I can say that I will be finished vor- 

hortly 

Q Did ycu as commander in chiof of tho 
stops in tho yoor of 1939 in ordor to warn Hitler of a possible 
wor, I rofcr in this rospoct to the third percercph of the affi- 
davit nunbor one, page ono, the last part of thet peragreph which 


AA all oo ha 
JJO 
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" Which wore to be undertcken by troops." 

I told my conucnder in chiof repeatedly of my thoughts, 
or my idea I nover hed any talk with Hitler, Theso thoughts 
evidently wore tho rosult + would like to soy of a 
Sir Honderson, Tho cormandor in chief of the army brought this 
to the attonticn of Hitler according to my request. 

MR, RAPP: Mr, Cormiissioner, in that rospect I would like 
to point out that this kind cf questioning does not proceed 
entirely fror » .£fPidavit,: and I would kindly ask you aga in 
to instruct the counsel to confino himsolf to the subject matter. 

MCILWRAITH: I don't sco how this is connectod in ony 
way with the cffidevit, but porhaps you can explain it. 

DR, LATE ER: Teh " Genorcl soff" s accused with « plan 
of carrying out plens, and tho affidavit of the witness soemingly 
vorifics thi that such plons were made cnd earried oute, Now 

witness whethor he warned anybody of this proposed 
war, thon this question is directly connected with this 
‘affidavit, because the possible answoring of this question will 
cpposite in this proof. 
Well, I understand that, cnd we have heard 
continuo with the next question, 


TIP ATE T ATS 
+ RNSE 58 


your cormcender in chief of the army warn of 
tho injury of noutrality cf Belgiwa and Hollend after you heard 
wonted to start tho wor against the Western Powors 
nst France? 
pointed out my opposition to tho comiander in chief 
and I beliove that he wont to Hitler with theso 
10 ond of Soptember 1939, 
NCILWRAITH: I think you are mistaken in thinking 
of importance. T azree that they may bo` 


butL don't think thoy aro of importence. 


“hen, cs Commander in Chief of the General S,off of 


did you hour the first time of the proposed attack on 


ZOAN 
i> 
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Russia ond when did you stort with the plaming 
DR. KEMPNER: I respectfully submit that 

ho defined topic of this affidevit and the definod purpc se of 

this excminction whothor this <-ffidavit is correct cr no". 

MM, MICILWRAITH: Dr. Laternser, thet question cannot be 
cllowed. $ Pidavit is directed at showing the orgor.ization 
of the High Cormond. 

LATERNSER: The reason fcr this 
to show the chart of tho High Command 
activity expecially also the plaming cnd preperc.tion of wer 
In tho middle of the first pace it states the sentence whic 
have alroady quotec "lhey actually did propero for ony su 
cporations «s wore to be undertaken,” If + 
at thet tine Chiof o eff of the Arry, when ho heard 

ck ‘ussia, then the answer to this que 

middle of this theme. 

R. MCILVRAITH: Well, let him give as brief on 
possiblo,. 

A The first evidence of a possible military conflict I 
received at the beginning of *ugust 1940, First crders in the 
form of vorbel decrees and orders I rocoivod, if I renmerber 
correctly, in September 1949, 

MR, MCILWRAITH: You wore not asked that, ‘ill you confine 

to answering the question, You have SW d tho ques= 
Now, Dr. “ator: or, will you continue, cand ke t short? 
LJ. TERNSER : 
When did you start with the proparations, 
1aps in the Genoral Stoff of tho Army ot that 
Not in --ugust 1949, Wo started with tho 
sugust ond thon, after tho 


Septenber 1940, 


Wore thoro any cbjoctions against tho preperation of 


Whon the Commander in Chiof of the ñrry 


proposed attack for tho first time I did objcct to it quite 
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onphatically. 
Q 


tary mooting 
of February 1941 the military countor 


. 


odjcctions wore subriitted to Hitler, 
leader objected to z certain plon 


show his objection by rotiring? 


Commissioner, wo would like to point out 


l for tactical instructions, I bcolieve 


his question is ontiroly irrelevant, that tho opinion of 


again try to 


the individual is askod for, and that we should 


confine oursolvos to the affidavit., 
Re wCLLWRALTE: on is a rolevant 


Ritts 


this respect? 


MR. MNCLLVRAITE: short. You aro 


wasting too muck tino, 
witness has stcted 


TORNSER : affidavit 


DR, i..TERNSER: 
thet thoro wore carriod out. This stato 

mont has been used socution in the chargo against 
the Gonoral skod the witnoss now whethor 7 
nilitcry cormandor pretest ag:inst such plans by resigning 
the witness 


LSO 


doubt ui wondd: Like to have a Lot of 


things fro: » Dr, Latornsor, but tho object of this 
procodure sot down in an affidavit a fow things 
particulicr and you must confino your cross-oxanina- 


TMNSER: In putting this question I should like to 


Adi de LL OL 


‘wo 


the contrary atton-ts woro made at raising objec- 


U tho carrying out of such ordors,. 


OLNS 


—— — 
NCILIWRLAITH; I don t know what you moan, 


I put this question I am trying to 


o691 
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prove that it wes impossible to protest against such plans by 


of the matters that this 
prove. Twenty-one defendants before 
that they could not resign. This 
evidence only as sot out in his caffidavi 


7 IATP f 
yourself t 


© cross-exanuining on that 
LTERNSER:; 


J antre 


linvo 


you tho. following 


the Deputy Chief 


cornpotent 


4 


excctly corrosponå 


= 
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Ae May I first answer the second part of the question ? The position of 
the Deputy Chief of the Leader Staff of the armed Forces is in no ~roporti~ 
whatever to the other services menticnec in this statement. It is of much 
less importance. As regarcs strategic plans, I have used the word the 
Noraftine" of stratevic plans ("Ausarbeitung"), The ccmpetent agency in 
this respect is the office which makes out the orders in detail an 

sm one As far as I can remembér the crafts in most cases were 


Jodl himself, < ast as iong as I was in offices 


RE EXAMI NaTION 
DY Dre KEMPNER 
Herr General Oberst, you know Captain Rapp, 
I have seen him several tines. 
Is the gentlemen here in civilian clothes 
Yes, I think Soe 
How many times had you conversations with him - a proximately ? 
I can't cive any exact number but I think it was three or four times. 
These were long anc friencly conversations, is that correct ? 
Normal conversationse 
Dic these afficavits constitute the result of these conversations as 
the points mentioned in here ? 
I suppose that they are partly the result -f the conversati 
hac with Captain Rapp. 
2. Had you the opportunity of makin. any corrections in these ffi-avit: 


Ae Yese 


Qe Y -u mace use of this opportunity in Affidavit Noe 1 about f ur times, 


do you remember that ? 

e I can remember as re-ards the first drafts cr at least the first draf’ 
that J. made corrections in every lines; if there were three or four dozens 
of lines it will probably be that there were more than four correctionse 


Qe Anc you have mace four corrections on the last one as I can see from 


the marginal remarks, 


Ae I cantt remember thate 
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Q. May I ask you whether this is your signed "H" ? 


(Document is sh wn to witness) 
Ae Yes, it is. 
Qe Do ycu think that after all these corrections this affidavit is corre, 
anc you have maintainec its correctness umer oath ? Is that so ? 

DRe LATERNSER? I chject. It cannot yet be stated whether the result 
is correct, The witness must first be questionec in this respecte It wag 
exactly the same casc when I was interrupte. when I asked with respect to 
a wrong chart ? 

UR. KEWENER: I vill reframe the question. 

Is the affi avit. which you zave at that tive correct, or is it not ? 

Together with ccrrections anù explanati-ns which I gave to Captain 
Rapp I maintain the correctness but with ut them it leads certainiy to a 
misunderstancinge 

ih. MCILWRAITH: Are you talking abcut the chart or the affidavit ? 

Ae In particular about the chart. 
oR. KEMLNER: I hal not asked you about the charte I ask you if Affi 
lavit Noe k is correct ? 
Ae I cannot separate the chart from the afficavit as it constitutes a 
art of the afficavite 

MR. MCILLWRAITHs I think you can separate theme e chart is refer: 

to only in the last three lines of the afficavit. 
ie The text refers to the chart several times» 

MR. APFS Mre Commissioner, direct reference to the "attached chart 
made in the last line of the afficavite 

MRe MCILLWRAITHs Is not that the cunly reference 

MR, RArPs Yese 

MR. MCILWRIATHs Surely we have finished with this subject now. 

BY DR. KE PNER} 


Qe New something else. We reac in the last paragraph of the affidavit 


"This was, in effect, the General Saff anc Hi ch Commani of the German Arm 
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Forces", Dc you remember that it was at your initiative that the words 
"in effect" were put before the words "The General Staff and High C mand" 

&e I can't remember exactly. It may be the words "in effect" replaced 
another word at my initiative but I can't remember exactly. 

Qe Or that there was nothing at all replaced by the words "in cffect "7 

Åe I can't remembere Anyway, if I put these words in it was my intenti 
to clarify the sentence, 

Qe Now we come to the chart. This chart has never been used as such but 
only in connection with the affidavit, That is way I ask you if the follc- 
wing statement in your afficavit is correct ani I quote "The composition 
of this group anc the relationship of its members to each other were as 
shown in the attached chart," 

Is that correct ? 

Ae I have already said that the relationship of its members to each 
other cannot be ugderstood from this chart ani from the lines of this chart 
without any further explanations. 

Qe But together with these explanations it is correct, isn't it ? 

4. I have never laid down the explanations which I gave to Captain Rapp 
at that time mo that I cannot remember them exactly right now. 


Mie MCILWRAITH? But you weren't asked thate You were aske` a questi 


which you answered about an hotir ago -- "With ut further explanat*.on is thi 


chart correct" anc yow answer was "no " and I presume it is stil. the same 
hue Yese 
URe KEMPNER3 That is alle 
Mie MCILWRAITH: The witness may retire. 


sommission adjourned at 165 hourse) 





26 Saye sessen | lMMMliIMHith 


H1076-0109 


The foregoing is a true and correct transcript of the testimony 


of GENERAL FRANZ HALDER, taken on 26 July 196. 


‘lice Meehan 
reporter 


Charles Gallagher 
reporter 


_Mabel As Desser 
reporter 
CERTIFIED TOs 


Je De MeTllwraith 
Commissioner 





